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The Cause Lists. 

THE LENGTHENED Hilary sittings, combined, as regards tho 
King’s Bench Division, with the two additional juflges, have 
made a remarkable impression on some of the Cause Lists. ‘The 
Appeal List, however, has risen from 130 at the commencement 
of the Hilary Sittings to 175 now. A year ago there were only 
145 appeals. There are thirty-four appeals from the Chancery 
Division, in place of twenty-five at the commencement of the last 
sittings. The Chancery Cause lists (including company matters) 
have shrunk from 351 at the commencsment of the last sittings to 
200 now; while the King’s Bench lists have diminished from 
658 at the last sittings, and 843 a year ago, to 491 now. The 
450 causes before the Probate, &c., Division at the commence- 
ment of the last sittings have only been reduced to 425. There 
are complaints of vexatious delays in the trials of causes in this 
Division, and it may be hoped that the assistance will be obtained 
of a judge from the King’s Bench Division. 
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The Independence of the Judiciary. 


| 
| As OUR readers are well aware, the SouicrroRs’ JOURNAL is 
| in no sensé a partizan newspaper, and, therefore, it is with relue- 
| tance that we are compelled to enter our protest — certain 
| recent utterances which have shewn a regrettable lack of right 
‘feeling towards one of the most valuable of our institutions— 
our independent and impartial judiciary—on the part of certain 
highly-placed politicians. We refer to Mr. CHURCHILL'S accusa- 
| tion against our judges that they shew an incapacity to appre- 
| ciate the economic environment as shewn in trade union cases, 
and to Mr. RuNCIMAN’S suggestion that the judges forget that 
| they exist for the public, not the public for them. In plain 
| language, both accusations mean that English judges refuse to bow 
| to the mob-feeling of the moment by altering those rules of law 
| which they have sworn to administer, in the particular way 
| which powerful corporate bodies or autocratic public departmen's 
happen to desire. The sovereignty of Parliament and the reign 
of law are the two guiding principles of our legal constitution ; 
when a law is altered by Parliament our judges at once loyally 
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accept the change ; until it is so altered they resolutely and 
rightly refuse to let it be surreptitiously over ridden by the 
high-handed methods of a Government department. ‘To restrain 
the encroachments of the executive on the legal rights and 
liberties of private persons has long been, and we trust will long 
continue, one of the first duties of our judiciary. 


| 
| 
| 
| 


Implied Warranty in a Lease. | 
IN THE recent case of Milch v. Coburn, which we reported last 
week (55 Souicirors’ JoURNAL, 449), two judges in the Court of | 
Appeal (FLercHeR MouLtTon and Bucktey, L.JJ.) held that | 
an implied warranty of a somewhat novel kind must be read | 
into the terms of a tenancy agreement in the following circum- | 
stances. The leaseholder was aware that he himself was bound 
to the freeholder by a covenant not to use the premises for 
certain purposes, including the keeping of a boarding establish- 
ment, but was unaware that the freeholder was himse!f bound to 
his vendor by a similar restrictive covenant. He let the house to 
a tenant for the purpose of using it as a boarding-house and 
covenanted to obtain the freeholder’s license for that purpose 
this, in fact, he duly obtained. When money had been spent by 
the sub-tenant in converting the premises so as to suit this 
object, the vendor stepped in and enforced his restrictive 
covenant, Obviously, since the whole purpose of the contract 
between sub-landlord and his tenant failed, the latter was 
entitled in equity to rescission ; but it would appear at first sight 
that, in the absence of any intentional misrepresentation, no 
damages would be awarded = against the leaseholder. | 
The Court of Appeal, however (the Master of the Rolls 
dissenting), read into the tenancy agreement an_ implied 
warranty that the premises could be legally used against | 
all the world as a boarding - house. No doult the 
case was a very hard one for the lessee, but we confess to 
doubting whether there is any ground, either on the authorities 
or on principle, for reading into the quasi-demise any warranty | 
except that the lessor and his landlord would permit the premises | 
to be used as a boarding-house. The actual recovery of | 
damages might, surely, have been supported on a totally | 
different ground without reading this novel implied warranty 
into a highly technical class of contracts. It might have been 
justified dn the ground of an implied contract to indemnify the 
plaintiffs against moneys expended by her at the request of the 
defendant ; a class of implied contracts of which the greatest 
use has been made in recent years. (See notes to Lampleigh 
v. Brathwait, Smith's Leading Cases. ) 


The Legal Status of Taxicab Drivers. 

If ONE may invent one of those paradoxical questions which | 
amuse the intelligence of ingeniously-minded children, we would | 
ask, “ When is aservant not a servant?” The reply is, “ When 
he is a taxicab driver.” (uestion and answer are based, of course, 
upon the decision of the House of Lords in Butes-Smith v. General | 
Motor-cab Co. (Limited) (ante, p. 439), where Lord A1KINSON, in a | 
luminous judgment, points out that the driver cf a taxicab 
may be the servant of the cab owner, so as to make the latter | 
liable in tort to anyone injured by his negligence, but not his | 
servant so as to recover compensation under the Workmen’s | 
Compensation Act, 1906. It is true that the House of | 
Lords merely professed to affirm the finding of a county | 
court judge upon a question of mixed law and fact ;| 
but the conditions which governed the relationship between | 
cabowner and chauffeur in the particular case are those | 
which prevail everywhere, so that the decision will doubtless | 
be universally followed by the tribunals which administer the 
Act. The owners, on the facts as found, let out their cabs every 
day to any chauffeur on their list who applied for one, on the 
terms that the company received 75 per cent. of the day’s 
earnings ; so that the drivers were clearly bailees of the cabs. | 
The conditions of each contract required each driver to wear the | 
company’s livery, to buy from them his petrol, and to conform to 
certain other regulations, If he failed tocomply, then in future 
he was not allowed to hire a cab; but he was in no way | 
kept under supervision or control by the owner, nor did | 


| 
} 
| 
| 
| 
| 


} 


either side have any binding arrangement that he should 
either hire or be let a cab on any particular day. | 


Under 


those circumstances there seems little difficulty in concluding 
that the contract of which those are the terms is one of 
hailment, not one of service ; but the question is complicated by 
the fact that a driver has been held to be the owner's agent in 
cases of tort (Venables v. Smith, 2 Q. B. D. 279; King y, 


| London Improved Cab Co., 23 Q. B. D. 2815; Gates v. Bill, 


1902, 2 K. B. 38) so as to render the latter liable for his 
torts. These decisions, however, turn upon certain provisions 
of the Metropolitan Hackney Carriage Act, 1843; and the 
court refused to apply them to cases arising under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1906. Perhaps the best way of 
reconciling the apparent inconsistency would be to say that 
when the owner of a dangerous article lets it out to a bailee 
whose conditions of livelihood render it pretty certain that the 
publie at large will at some time or other be the victims of 
negligent driving, the bailor makes the bailment at his peril, and 
is liable for the damage his dangerous machine may do. 


The Election Petition Tribunal. 

WE DREW attention last week (anfe, p. 434) to the constitu- 
tion of the present tribunal for hearing election petitions, and 
suggested that a sufficiently efficient tribunal would be constituted 
by a single judge. But the present system of having election 
petitions tried before two judges suggests further observations 
from a different point of view. The working of the system, 
as illustrated recently at Exeter, forms the subject of a letter 
in the Times of the 21st of April. The writer complains of 
“the unfortunate doctrine enunciated at the hearing of the 


| Exeter election petition, when it was laid down that if the two 
| judges ditler in opinion on the facts, one judge should withdraw 


his own view in favour of that of the other judge.” The writer 
goes on to urge on general grounds that this is wrong in 
principle, and that an election should not be held invalid unless 
both judges are in agreement in so holding. The argument 
really comes to this, that, being a proceeding in the nature of an 
appeal, it is for the appellant to convince the tribunal—that is, 
both judges—that he is right. If he fails to convince both 
judges, the appeal ought to be dismissed. Now this view is 
intrinsically eo sound and reasonable that it seems rather 
surprising that it should not have been acted upon, even taking 
the doctrine on its merits simply. But this sound and reasonable 
doctrine bas the uncommon advantage of happening to be the 
very doctrine directed by the governing Act of Parliament to 


| be followed by the election tribunal. This renders it still more 


surprising that it has not been followed. The doctrine is laid down 


| very clearly in section 2 of the Parliamentary Electionsand Corrupt 


Practices Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 75). This enactment, after 


| directing that election petitionsshall be heard by two judges instead 


of one, and that the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, is to be 
construed accordingly, proceeds thus: “Every certificate and 
every report sent to the Speaker in pursuance of the said Act 
shall be under the hands of both judges, and if the judges differ as 
to whether the member whose return or election is complained of 
was duly returned or elected, they shall certify that difference, 
and the member shall be deemed to be duly elected or returned.” Such 
being the express provision of the Act of Parliament, arguments 
in favour of its reasonableness are unnecessary. Even more 
unnecessary is any rule or practice that one judge should with- 
draw his judgment, or state his opinion to be other than it really 
is, in order to bring about unanimity in the tribunal. It is 
hardly too much to say that any such withdrawal or failure to 
state a real opinion is by implication absolutely prohibited by 
the Act of Parliament itself, which directs a certain result to 
follow in case of difference of opinion between the two judges 
who form the election petition tribunal. In answer to 4 
question asked in the House of Commons on Monday last, Mr. 
AsQuitH admitted that there were features in the present pro- 
cedure in election petitions which were not satisfactory, and 
required careful re-consideration, but he declined to say whether 
fresh legislation would be introduced. 


Horizontal Hereditaments and Land Tax. 

A CASE relating to the liability of “ horizontal hereditaments ” 
to land tax has recently been heard by SwinFEN Eapy, J., and the 
reserved judgment was delivered on the 25th of February: see 
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Central London Railway v. Commissioners of Land Tax for the City of 
London (Times, Feb. 27th). The two main questions to be decided 
were: (1) Whether land tax was payable in respect of the rail- 
way where it lay under highways and the tax had been redeemed 
in respect of private lands abutting on the highways ; (2) whether 
land tax was payable where the railway lay under private lands 
the surface of which had been exonerated from the tax by 
redemption. The plaintiff company contended that the exonera- 
tion by redemption extended to the middle line of the bighway 
on the analogy of a conveyance of land abutting on a highway, 
and that exoneration of the surface by redemption extended 
below the surface indefinitely. The commissioners con- 
tended, with respect to the second contention of the rail- 
way company, that, even if redemption of the surface 
did exonerate lands beneath the surface, yet that the rail- 
way constituted a new hereditament, and that no redemption 
from land tax had been effected with respect to the new 
hereditament. In the result SwinreN Eapy, J., gave 
judgment on one point for the railway company and on one 
point for the commissioners. He did not accept the view of the 
commissioners as to the railway being a “new ” hereditament and 
taxable as such notwithstanding surface redemption. On the other 
hand, the company’s contention as to redemption from tax ex- 
tending to the middle line of the highway was held to be unsound. 
The company were, therefore, held liable for land tax in respect 
of that part of their line which lay under public highways, but 
not liable in respect of the parts beneath private lands which had 
already been redeemed from the tax. The latter part of the 
decision is one as to which it would not be difficult to eome to a 
different conclusion. SwinFeNn EApy, J., followed dicta of Lord 
WATSON in Metropolitan Railway v. Fowler (1893, A. C. 416), and of 
Lord Co.Liins (then Master of the Rolls) and Stiriine, L.J., in 
Westminster Corporation v. Johnson (1904, 2 K. B. 737). These 
dicta were to the effect that, where the surface of lan] had once 
been exonerated from land tax by means of redemption, no 
future user or creation of new interests in the soil below would 
render that user or those interests liable to the tax. But there 
are dicta of Lord Esner and Kay, LJ., in Metropolitan 
Railway v. Fowler (1892, 2 Q. B. 165), in the Court of Appeal, 
which are to the contrary effect. Lord EsuHer said: 
“In my view, if an unknown and undiscovered mine is there, 
nevertheless, when you redeem the land tax you only redeem 
so much of the land below the surface as is in its ordinary and 
normal condition, without any distinct interest being there, and 
you do not redeem in respect of any new and distinct interest which may 
afterwards arise.” It has been decided by Bray, J., in Newton, 
Chambers, & Co. v. Hall (1904, 2 K. B. 446), that, where land 
tax has once been redeemed, a coal mine subsequently opened is 
not liable to land tax. A railway tunnel, however, is some 
thing quite different from such things as mines or springs, which 
are part of the natural soil’s produce. The decision of SWINFEN 
Eapy, J., is based on a distinction between exoneration of land 
from the tax by means of actual redemption, and its exoneration 
by other means, as, for instance, by the use to which the surface 
is put. The decision may be put in the form of the following 
See: Where land tax is once redeemed in respect of 
and described generally aud without reference to any horizontal 
sub-divisions of ownership, horizontal hereditaments subsequently 
created in the land will not be liable to land tax; but this 
exemption of horizontal hereditaments does not apply where the 
original exoneration has been effected otherwise than by 
redemption of the tax. 


Leasehold Liabilities. 


THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Le Richardson 
(Weekly Notes, 1911, p. 100) may have an important effect upon 
the remedies of a lessor and others in cases where the lessee or 
assignee immediately liable under covenants in the lease or 
assignment is bankrupt. In 1896 a lease became vested in 
RICHARDSON as trustee for his wife, who was consequently 
liable to indemnify him against the rent and covenants. The 
lease expired in 1908, and there was then a liability which was 
ascertained, with costs,at £711. RICHARDSON became bankrupt 
and the lessor proved in the bankruptcy. The trustee in bank- 








ruptcy and the lessor then brought an action against the wife to 
enforce her liability to indemnify the bankrupt’s estate, and this 
was compromised on payment of £510; but it still remained to 
be determined to whom the money belonged—whether it was 
part of the bankrupt’s estate, and liable, therefore, to his debts 
rateably, or whether it was to be paid over to the landlord. 
PHILLIMORE, J., held that it belonged to the estate, but 
the Court of Appeal have reversed his decision. The right of 
indemnity does not necessarily require that the lessee shall 
first discharge the liability and then claim on his own account 
against the person liable to indemnify him. He is also entitled, 
when his liability bas accrued, to call upon such person to pro- 
tect him by payment in advance, and the payment should go to 
the lessor. ‘Treating the right of the lessee to indemnity on 
this footing, the Court of Appeal have held that the £510 in the 
present case was earmarked for the lessor and must be paid over 
to him—in other words, he was entitled to enforce for 
his own benefit the lessee’s right of indemnity against the 
cestui que trust. And the same principle seems to apply in other 
cases arising on liabilities under leases, where a liability exists 
in a bankrupt with a right of indemnity over; where, for in- 
stance, the chain of liability of successive assignees under express 
covenants of indemnity is interrupted by the bankruptcy of one 
of them. Thus if the first assignee is bankrupt, and the original 
lessee is sued by the lessor, the lessee can claim the benefit of 
the second assignee’s covenant of indemnity. Hitherto it has 
appeared necessary for him first to get an assignment of the 
benefit of the covenant from the trustee in bankruptey : see He 
Perkins (1898, 2 Ch. 182). The present decision suggests that 
this can be dispensed with. 
Restrictions on the Transfer of Railway Tickets. 
Is THE contract between a railway company and a passenger 
for bis carriage by the railway a personal contract! A corre 
spondent of one of the daily papers inquires what possible 
difference it can make to a railway company whether it conveys 
SMITH from one of its stations to another and JONES back again, 
or whether it conveys Smiri both ways. With reference to 
this inquiry, it may be admitted that the benefit of a contract 
can generally be transferred without the other party’s consent, 
unless the right to be transferred involves a relation of personal 
confidence such that the party whose agreement conferred the 
right must have intended it to be exercised only by the person 
in whom he actually confided. No such personal selection or 
confidence is involved in the contract between a railway company 
and a passenger. It is a purely mercantile transaction. The 
name and description of the passenger are, as a rule, unknown ; 
he pays his fare in advance, and receives a ticket, which is little 
more than a receipt for, money paic by some person unknown. 
But, assuming that the benefit of the contract of carriage can 
prima facie be transferred, there can be little doubt that the 
company can restrain the assignability of the contract by the 
words “ not transferable” on the ticket, and anyone purchasing 
or acquiring the ticket would have full notice that he could 
acquire no right as against the company. It is another question 
whether the company, in retaining this condition, are acting in 
the interest of their shareholders. The reason ordinarily given 
for the refusal to allow the transfer of return tickets is that the 
transfer, if permitted, might lead to fraud. We are not strongly 
impressed with the sufficiency of this reason, and we understand 
that return tickets are freely sold in shops in the United States, 
with the acquiescence of the railway —— In any case, a 
restraint on the transfer of return tickets cannot easily be 
enforced, and there is little advantage in maintaining a regula- 
tion which is likely to become inoperative. 


Defendants to Counterclaims. 

Ir 1s A well-established right of a defendant to meet the 
plaintiff's attack by a counterclaim in respect of some liability 
which he alleges the plaintiff to be under to himself ; and the rules, 
both in the High Court and in the county court, contemplate that 
in taking this step he may require to add some person who is 
jointly liable with the plaintiff. Thus, under R.S.C. ord. 21, r. 
11, where the counterclaim raises questions between the defend- 
ant and the plaintiff “along with any other persons,” the names 
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of such persons are to be added to the title to the defence and 
the defence is to be delivered to them ; and the provision of ord. 
10, r. 22 of the County Court Rules is similar. It has been 
settled that under these rules the defendant cannot bring in a 


person who is a joint claimant with bimself on the counterclaim. | 


They only apply where the defendant could have brought a cross- 
action against the plaintiff and the other persons: Pender v. 
Taddei (1898, 1 Q. B. 798). But the exact meaning of “ along 
with any other person” has not hitherto been deter 
mined. In Lowther and Blankley v. Times Cold Storage Co. (ante, 
p. 442), an attempt was made in the City of London Court 
to bring in a person against whom the defendant counter-claimed 
in the alternative. The Times Cold Storage Co claimed against 
LowTHeRr and BLANKLEY for charges for storing frozen meat. The 
defendants counterclaimed for loss caused by the negligence of the 
plaintiffs, and in the alternative for negligence of the New Zea 
land Shipping Co. But however convenient it may be to treat 
a counterclaim as a new action and bring defendants before the 
court on alternative claims, yet there are limits to the facilities 
for such procedure ; and the Divisional Court, reversing the 
decision of the judge of the City of London Court, held that the 
words “along with” do not extend to alternative claims. It is 
indeed the essence of alternative claims that the persons against 
whom the claims are made are not both liable ; that is, one is 
not liable “along with” the other. 


The City and the Inner and Middle Temple. 

A NoTICE which has been received by the tenants of chambers 
in the Temple informing them that the Corporation of the City 
of London had determined, in the interests of the ratepayers, 
residents and electors of the city, that a census of the inhabitants 
during the business hours of the day should be taken on the 
25th of April, and requesting them to supply the necessary in 
formation for this purpose, reminds us of the old jealousy between 
the Temples and the City. The Temples have from the earliest 
times declared themselves to be extra-parochial and beyond the 
jurisdiction of the City authorities, while the latter have time to 
time claimed that the Inns were within the suburbs of the city, 
lying outside the city walls. The Templars also contended that | 
the Lord Mayor had no right, as Lorel Mayor, to bear up his | 
sword within their confines, and thus assume a jurisdiction equiva. | 
lent to aroyal control over them and their society. Itis recorded | 
that the Lord Mayor having arranged, in the reign of CHARLES 
the Second, to dine with Mr. GoopreLLow, the Reader of the 
Inner Temple, came to Inner Temple-lane with the sheriffs and a 
retinue of officers. As the party entered the cloisters, they were 
met by the barristers and students of the Inn, who informed the 
Lord Mayor that unless he lowered his sword he would not be 
permitted to enter the hall. In the result the Lord Mayor with 
his retinue took shelter in the chambers of Auditor PHiuuips. 
They were eventually allowed to depart without molestation. | 
The question as to the jurisdiction of the City over the Temple 
then came before the Privy Council, where it was argued that 
the inconvenience to the Temple in being under the City would 
be insupportable. The question as to the jurisdiction seems | 
to have remained undecided, but the tenants of chambers in the 
Temple have submitted to be rated to the police rates of the | 
City, and have accordingly exercised the franchise of voting for | 
the election of Members of Parliament who are returned by the 
City. 

Trespass in Pursuit of Game. 

UNDER SECTION 30 of the Game Act, 1831, “entering or being 
in the day-time upon any land in search or pursuit of game ” is 
a summary offence popularly known as trespassing in pursuit of 
game. Where a sportsman sent his dog on to his neighbour's | 
land to fetch back the pheasants he himself had shot thereon, the | 
justices of Huntingdon took the very natural and reasonable | 
view that there was a “constructive entry” upon bis part, and 
convicted him. Upon a case stated, however, the Divisional 
Court held otherwise, and laid it down that there must be an 
actual entry of the prisoner's person on the land before the | 
offence in question is committed : Pratt v. Martin (27 Times L. R. 
377). We shall look forward with interest to see how the court 
will deal with the case—which doubtless will some day happen — 
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| when a sporting aviator flies with gun in hand among his neigh- 
bour’s pheasants. But, perbaps, in that case the “actual entry” 
will be held to be quite indisputable, since the land is the 
owner's usque ad coelum, usque ad inferos 4 


Liability of a Solicitor for the Fraud 
| of his Managing Clerk. 


Tue case of Lloyd v. Grace, Smith, & Co. (reported elsewhere) 
raises an important question as to the liability of a solicitor for 
(the fraud of his managing clerk. The extent to which a 
| principal generally is liable for the fraud of his agent has been 
| frequently before the courts, and the classical passage on the 
| subject is contained in the judgment of the Exchequer Chamber 
| delivered by Wittes, J., in Barwick v. English Joint Stock Bank 
| (L. R. 2 Ex., p. 265): “ With respect to the question whether a 
principal is answerable for the act of his agent in the course of 
his master’s business, and for his master’s benefit, no sensible 
| distinction can be drawn between the case of fraud and the case 
|of any other wrong. The general rule is, that the master is 
answerable for every such wrong of the servant or agent as is com- 
mitted in the course of the service and for the master’s benefit, 
though no express command or privity of the master be proved.” 
And the learned judge subsequently explained this by saying, 
with respect to the objection that the master had not authorized 
the act: “It is true he has not authorized the particu'ar act, 
but he has put the agent in his place to do that class of acts, and 
he must be answerable for the manner in which the agent has 
conducted himself in doing the business which it was the act 
of his master to place him in.” ‘This statement was approved by 
Lord SELRORNE in Jouldsworth v. City of Glasgow Bank (5 App. 
Cas., p. 326). 
| The rule thus requires that, in order to impose liability on the 
| principal the act mst be done by the agent both in the course 
| of his employment and for his master’s benefit, and if the plaintiff 
| fails in establishing either of these points, he is not entitled to 
| maintain the action, As regards the employment, the actual 
authority which the principal has conferred upon the agent will 
depend upon the terms cf the agreement between them, but this 
is a private matter as to which persons dealing with the agent 


| are not necessarily bound to inquire. Such persons can only judge 


by the ostensible scope of employment, and if the agent is put 
in a position which, as a matter of ordinary business, empowers 
him generally to do acts of a particular class, the principal cannot 
eet up an actual limitation of the authority. On the other hand, 
if a person dealing with him knows, or ought to know, that the 
authority to do those acts is limited, he is put upon inquiry as to 
what the, limit is. “If the agent be held out as having only 


|a limited authority to do on behalf of his principal acts of a 


particular class, then the principal is not bound by an act done 


| outside that authority, even though it be an act of that particuler 
| class, because the authority being thus represented to be limited, 


the party prejudiced has notice, and should ascertain whether 
or not the act is authorized ”: D2usso-Chinese Bank v. Ti Yau Sam 
(1910, A. C., p. 184). 

The cases where the public have notice of a limitation of 
authority are perhaps rare. Usually, when an agent is put in 


| a pesition to do acts of a specified kind, his authority as regards 


such acts is general. The more important branch of the rule as 
regards fraudulent acts is that which requires that the act shall 
have been done for the master’s benefit. It may be admitted 
that this does not imply the accrual of actual benefit to the 
master, and in the present cise FARWELL, L.J., pointed out that 
the words “for the master’s benefit ” extend to cases where the 
servant acts with a view to such benefit, whether benefit actu 
ally results or not, and although the servant has been expressly 
forbidden to do the act from which the injury has arisen. But 
it is quite a different matter when the agent acts altogether 
without regard to his master’s interest, and solely with a view to 
his own advantage, and it has hitherto appeared to be settle i 
that in such a case the principal is not liable. Thus in British 
Mutual Banking Co. v. Charnwood Forest Railway Co. (18 Q. B. D. 
714) the secretary of a company gave untrue replies to 
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inquiries as to debenture stock of the company. This he did 
for his own benefit. The jury found that the inquiries were 
made of him as secretary, and that the company held him out 
as their agent to answer such inquiries. Nevertheless the 
company were not liable. Lord Esher, M.R., expressed with 
respect to the words “for the benefit” of the principal the 
game opinion as that quoted above. 


since if there is authority to do the act, it docs not matter if 
the principal is benefited by it.” But, he added, “I know of no 
ease where the employer has been held liable when his servant 
has made statements, not for his employer, but in his own 
interest”; and Bowen, L.J., declared emphatically against 
holding “ that a principal is liable in an action of deceit for an 
unauthorized and fraudulent act of a servant or agent committed, 
not for the general or special benefit of the principal, but for 
the servant’s private ends.” The case of Ruben v. (reat Fingall 
Consolidated (1906, A. C. 439), where the secretary of a company 
fraudulently affixed the company’s seal to, and issued, certificates of 
shares, was decided on the ground that he was not held out as 
having authority to do more than the ministerial act of deliver 
ing certificates to the owners of shares when duly made; but 
Lord DAvEY in his judgment also treated the rule in 


Barwick's case as applicable, so that the company would not be | 


liable for the acts of the secretary acting fraudulently for his 
own purposes. 

In the present case it appears from the reports of the facts which 
have appeared that the defendant, who practisedat Liverpool under 
the firm name of Grace, Suitn, & Co., employed one SANDLES as 
managing conveyancing clerk. The plaintiff was the owner of 
property at Ellesmere Port and also of a mortgage for £450 on 
property in Liverpool. At the beginning of 1910 she went to the 
defendant’s office and consulted SANDLES about these investments, 
and gave him instructions to realize the Ellesmere Port property 
and to call in the mortgage. For this purpose she handed him her 
deeds. He at once prepared a conveyance of the property and 
a transfer of the mortgage to himself, and on the next day induced 


her to execute them on the representation that they were necessary | 


for the realization of the investments. SANDLES then made use 
of the conveyance and transfer for his own purposes, and the 
plaintiff claimed to have her loss made good by his employer. 
The case was tried by ScrutTon, J., at the Liverpool Assizes, 
and the jury, in answer to numerous questions left to them, 
found substantially that SANDLES was acting in the course of his 
employment as conveyancing managing clerk intaking instructions 
to realize the investments and in receiving the deeds ; but that he 
was not acting in the course of such employment in taking a 


conveyance and transfer to himself, and that he was in reality | 


acting, not for his master, but on his own behalf and for his own 
benefit. And, in accordance with an agreement between the 

rties that supplementary facts might be found by the judge, 
SCRUTTON, J., found that it was within the scope of SANDLEs’ 
employment to advise clients as to the legal way to dispose of 
property, and as to the necessary documents to be executed ; and 
that the plaintiff relied on the representations made by him, 
professing to act on behalf of the firm, that the documents in 
question were necessary to facilitate the realization of the pro- 


perty. Had this been the whole of the case, it would seem to | 
have been an easy result of the rule in /urwick’s case (supra) that | 


the defendant was not liable. Although the acts which the agent 


does are within the apparent scope of his employment, yet so | 


soon as he entirely abandons his principal’s interest and acts solely 
for his own benefit, the principal’s responsibility is at an end. 
Nevertheless, ScRUTTON, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff ; and 
the Court of Appeal (FARWELL and Kennepy, L.JJ., VAUGHAN 
Wituiams, L.J., who held that there ought to be a new 
trial, diss.), while reversing his judgment, have not reversed 
it on this ground. FaArwet, L.J., was content to assume, 
without deciding, that if the plaintiff had left her deeds 
for the purpose of realization in the usual way, the defendant 
would have been liable if SANDLES had deposited the deeds 
and raised money on them for himself. With deference, we 
should have said that Barwick’s case (supra) expressly decided the 
contrary. 


“This,” he said, “is equiva- | 
lent to saying that the agent must be acting for the principal, | 
5D o> Sb 


| The reason why Farwett, L.J., left the point thus undecided 

was that there were further circumstances which shewed that the 

transaction between the plaintiff and SANDLES was quite outside 
| the scope of the latter’s employment. It was apparently on his 
| suggestion that he could get 20 per cent. by re-investing the 
plaintiff's money that the disposal of the property was arranged. 
As a means to this the plaintiff conveyed and transferred the 
property to him, and he was to guarantee 10 per cent. On 
these further facts it was held that the plaintiff was without 
remedy. “The case,” said FARWELL, L.J., “is entirely altered 
by the fact that the plaintiff intended to convey, and did convey, 
the legal estate to SANDLES in order to enable him to buy 
speculative shares on which he was to guarantee 10 per cent.” 
And he naturally added that such a transaction was not within the 
ordinary duties of any elerk, managing or other, in a solicitor's 
office, and no one could be heard to say that he believed it to be so. 
Consequently, the case was decided on the first branch of the 
| rule, and the defendant was held not to be liable on the ground 
that the clerk was, to the knowledge of the plaintiff, not acting 
within the scope of hisemployment. This is unfortunate, because 
the real interest of the case lay in its bearing on the second 
branch of the rule; but of course the manner in which FARWELL, 
L.J., dealt with that branch cannot prejudice the matter in the 
future; and we venture to submit that the solicitor would not 
| have been liable even if there had not been the further circum- 
| stances in the case on which FARWELL, L.J., based his judgment, 


The Court of Criminal Appeal and 
the Verdict of a Jury. 


/Tue Court of Criminal Appeal celebrates its third birthday 
this month, as the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, applies to all 
persons convicted on indictment after the 18th of April, 1908. 
During the three years most of the principles which determine 
the court's attitude towards appeals, based upon the varied 
grounds that can be raised, have been determined with some 
degree of finality. Perhaps the attitude which, before the Act 
came into operation, was considered the most vital was that 
which the court would adopt in dealing with cases where 
nothing wrong in law was alleged, but it was urged that the 
verdict was against the weight of evidence. The power given 
by the Act to the court to override the verdict of a jury upon a 
question of fact was said to be one which might gravely imperil 
the whole system of trial by jury. We propose briefly to 
consider how far this fear has been realized. 

The powers of the court to interfere with convictions are clearly 
defined and limited by the Act. Apart from matters involving 
questions of law and events which may be said to have brought 
about a miscarriage of justice, the court can only set aside a ver- 
diet of guilty on the ground that itis “ unreasonable or cannot be 
supported having regard to the evidence.” This, of course, 
assumes that the evidence is such as, if believed, warrants the 
verdict in law, that it is proper to be laid before the jury and 
that the jury have been properly directed as to the legal effect 
| of it. 

The power thus given to the court was undoubtedly capable 
of a wide interpretation, and if so interpreted it might well 
|have justified the fears expressed, But it cannot be too 
emphatically stated that it has not been so interpreted, The 
words ‘unreasonable or cannot be supported having regard to 
the evidence” have not been defined, but there are abundant 
decisions which shew the measure of respect the court entertains 
for the verdict of juries based upon evidence properly left to 
them. The court, quite early in its history, laid it down that it 
was no good for an appellant to allege merely that the verdict 
was “ against the weight of the evidence” in the sense that on 
the evidence being carefully scrutinized and weighed in tho 
balance by the court, the scale might possibly be made to go 
down in the appellant's favour, Nay, more; it was held not 
to be sufticient in itself that the court, after reading the 
evidence for the prosecution, thought it revealed a story some 
| what difficult to believe (/’. v. McNair, 25 T. L, R, 228), or a very 
















458 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





April 20 torr, 








weak case (/?. v. Newson, 2 Cr. App. R. 44; BR. v. Simpson, 2 Cr. 
App. R. 128), or thought on reading the whole case that it raised 

questions of considerable difficulty (2. v. Crook, 4 Cr. App. R. 60) 
And perhaps the utmost limit capable of being desired by the most 
ardent admirer of the system of trial by jury was reached when 
the court laid it down that, though the members constituting the 
court might feel some doubt whether, had they constituted 
the jury, they would have returned the same verdict, or thought 
that the jury might properly have found the other way, yet the 
court would not on that ground alone interfere with the convic- 
tion, since the jury were pre-eminently the judges of the questions 
of fact to be determined upon the evidence properly laid before 
them, and it was not intended by the Criminal Appeal Act, nor 
within the proper functions of a court composed of judges, that 
the findings of the jury should be disturbed unless the verdict 
was altogether unreasonable or incapable of support, nor was it 
intended that the court should practically re-try the case: 2. v. 
Martin (1 Cr. App. R 52), 


Simpson and BR. v. Crook: (supra), R. v. 


Rt. v. Ellwood (1 Cr, App. R. 182), BR. v. Pope (2 Cr. App. R. 22), 
R. v. Jackson (4 Cr. App. R. 93), RB. v. Graham (74 J. P. 246), 2. 
v. Richman (4 Cr. App. R. 233, 246), 2. v. Henderson (5 Cr. App. 
R. 97, 98). 


The responsibility which must always rest upon jurymen, 
especially in cases involving capital punishment, is therefore not 
weakened in the smallest degree by the attitude of the Court of 
Criminal Appeal, and there exists not the slightest ground 
upon which a juryman may comfort himself, after the exercise of 
his responsibility, by the thought that it does not matter so much 
now because the court will put things right, nor for the fears, 
80 often expressed before the court came into existence, that 
auch would be one of the inevitable results of its establishment. 
Indeed the result of the attitude of the court towards the 
verdicts of juries has rather been to disappoint many persons | 
who in the present day are not so ready to accept all that | 
has been written and said as to the perfection of the system | 
of trial by jury and think it might be improved upon. 





Reviews. 


The Law of Distress. 

A Guipe to tHe Law or Distress ror Rent, Poor Rates, LAND 
TAX, AND TO THE Recovery or Gas Rents, Water Rates, &e. : 
ALSO RepLevin, Recovery OF Possession or TENEMENTS, AND 
KINDRED SuBsecTs, AND A TABLE OF FEES UNDER THE SHERIFFS 
Act, 1887. By R. T. Hunter. Tentu Eprrion. Waterlow & 
Sons (Limited). 

Since the issue of the last edition of this work the law of distress | 
has been materially altered by the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 
1908, and to a large extent the exemptions from distress which 
formerly existed have been merged in the more extensive exemptions 
established under the Act. This is so, for instance, with regard to 
distress on goods sent to the tenant in the way of his trade, an 
exemption which was considered in the recent case of Challoner v. 
Robinson (1908, 1 Ch. 49). In such a case the owner can claim 
exemption either under the former law or under the recent statute. | 
But, like other statutes, it has speedily required elucidation in the | 
courts, and in Shenstene & Co. v. Freeman ( 1910, 2 K.B. 84), DARLING, | 
J., observed of the provision there in question, that the language 
might be construed quite logically in at least two different ways. 
Fortunately the court adopted the construction which favoured the 
object of the legislature. On the provisions of the new statute, and 
on the common law and the other statutory provisions relating to 
distress, as well as on the recovery of small tenements, the present 
work affords very clear guidance, and its size and convenient mode of 
arrangement makes it a very handy volume on the subject. 


Books of the Week. 

The Year Books.—Year Books of the Reign of King Edward 
the Third. Year XX. (Second Part). Edited and translated by 
Luke Owen Pier, M.A. Barrister-at-Law. Published by His 
Maiesty’s Stationery Office. . 

Joint Stock Companies — Public Companies: a Treatise on 
the Law and Practice relating to the Formation and Flotation of 
such Joint Stock Companies Limited by Shares as invite the Public 
to Subscribe for their Capital, including an Appendix of the Rules 
and Regulations of the Stock Exchange relating to Special Settle- | 
ments and Quotations. By B. O. Brrcnam, Barrister-at-Law, and 
Effingham Wilson, 





Freperick G. C. Morris, Solicitor. 


| uPON-HULL INCORPORATION FOR THE NEY | 
1(C.A., Feb. 16) (55 Soticrrors’ JourNAL, 289 ; 1911, 1 K. B. 74). 





Gardens of Gray’s Inn.—The Gardens of Gray’s Inn, and 
other Verses. By CuristiAn TearLe. Longmans, Green, & Co. 

German Law of Bills of Exchange.—The German 
Law of Bills of Exchange and of Cheques: being a Translation 
of the latest Text of the “ Wechselordnung,” which was officially 
published on June 3rd, 1908, and came into force on October 1st, 
1908, and of the “Scheckgesetz,” of March 11th, 1908, which came 
into foree on April Ist, 1908. BySypney Leaper, Solicitor. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 

Digest of Case Law.—Mew’s Digest of English Case Law, 
Quarterly Issue. April 11th. By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law, 
This Part contains Cases reported from January Ist to April Ist, 
1911. (Each Part will incorporate and supersede the previous one.) 
Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Sunday Travellers,—The Law relating to Sunday Travellers 
(intended Primarily for the Use of Laymen). By GrorGce Dukegs, 
A.L.A.A., Accountant and Auditor. Effingham Wilson. 

Law Quarterly Review.—The Law Quarterly Review. 
April, 1911. Edited by Sir Freprertck Pottock, Bart., D.C.L., 
LL.D. Stevens & Sons (Limited) 








Points to be Noted. 


Common Law. 
Fraudulent Purchase of Goods—-Pledge by Purchaser. 


A seller of goods may avoid the contract of sale on the ground of 
fraud practised upon him by the buyer. If the buyer pledges the 
goods to a third person who takes otherwise than in good faith, the 
seller may avoid the contract as against both buyer and pledzgee. 
But, if the pledge was made before the seller elected to avoid the 
sale. then the seller, if he wishes to recover the goods from the 
pledgee, must prove aftirmatively that the pledgee took with 
notice of the fraud, or otherwise than in good faith.—WHITEHORN 
Brotnuers v. Davison (C.A., Dee. 1) (1911, 1 K. B. 463). 

Workmen's Compensation—Naval and Military Ser- 
vants of the Crown.—Section 9 (1) of the Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Act, 1906, provides that the Act “shall not apply to persons 
in the naval or military service of the Crown.” But this provision, 
while excluding such persons from claiming compensation against 
the Crown, does not prevent them from adding to their claim 
against a private employer, if they meet with an accident for 
which he is liable to compensate them, a claim for compensation for 
loss of their concurrent employment by the Crown. Reservists, like 
other persons in concurrent employments, may measure their claims 
for compensation against private employers by their full wage- 
earning capacity —Branpy v. Owners or s.s. RapHaet (C.A., 
Dec. 3) (1911, 1 K. B. 376). 

Poison—Sale by Unlicensed Assistant.—By section 15 of 
the Pharmacy Act, 1868, and section 2 (1) of the Poisons and Phar- 
macy Act, 1908, persons licensed for the purpose, even if not regis- 
tered pharmaceutical chemists, may sell certain specified “ poisonous 
substances to be used exclusively in agriculture or horticulture 
(such as insecticides). But this does not authorize an unlicensed 
shop assistant to sell insecticides, even though his master be duly 
registered for the purpose.—PHARMACEUTICAL Society v. Nasi 
(K.B. Div. Ct., Dee. 14) (55 Sottcrrors’ JourNAL, 156 ; 1911, 1 K. B. 
520). 

Money-lender— Registration in Respect of Two Busi- 
nesses.— Fy section 2 (2) of the Money-lenders Act, 1900, a money- 
lender carrying on business “in more than one name” is liable on 
conviction toa fine. If he has succeeded in obtaining registration 
under two names, he is not protected by such registration ; his con- 
tracts in the course of the two businesses are not invalidated (Whit 
man Vv. Sadler, see p. 91), but he is liable to a fine —WHITEMAN °. 
Director or Pusiic Prosecutions (K. B. Div. Ct., Jan 11) (191), 
1K. B. 824). 

Poor Law—Settlement and Irremovability.— By section 3 
of the Poor Removal Act, 1861, as subsequently amended, a deserted 
wife becomes irremovable from the parish where she resided for up- 
wards of one year from the date of desertion ; and by section 3 of the 
Poor Removal Act, 1846, the child of an irremovable mother, residing 
with her, becomes also irremovable. By section 34 of the Divided 
Parishes and Poor Law Amendment Act, 1876, the irremovable 
child is “deemed to be settled” in the parish until it acquires 
another settlement ; but by section 35 of the same Act a legitimate 
child under the age of sixteen has its father’s settlement. In case 
of conflict between the settlement acquired from irremovability and 


that derived from the father, the latter should prevail.—K1iNGsTon- 
Poor v. Hackney UNION 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO. vr. HOWLEY 
PARK COAL AND CANAL CO. No. 2. 8th April. 


Ram.way—Svupport—Lateran Support From Mrxerats Morr THAN 
Forty Yarps From Ramway—Common Law Ricut to Support 
tamLWAys CrLavses Act, 1845, ss. 78-85. 

The rights given to a railway company by section 78 of the Railways 
Clauses Act, 1845, are in substitution for the common law right of 
support within the prese rihed distance of forly ye rds from the ralway, 
but outside that distance they have a common law right of lateral 
support. They do not, however, by purchasing and becoming owners 
in fee of one of the upper seams of coal acquire a common law right o; 
support within the forty yards limit. 


Chis was an appeal from a decision of Eve, J. (reported 54 Sot 
crrors’ JOURNAL, 616). By deed of the 10th of July, 1852, certain 
lands, and also the right and privilege of making and for ever after 
maintaining and using a tunnel under certain other land, were assured 
o the plaintiffs. In 1878 the plaintiffs purchased from the Earl of 
Cardigan’s lessees (the predecessors in title of the defendants) their 
leasehold interest, and from the reversioners their freehold reversion, 
in two seams of coal underlying the site of the tunnel and the land 
idjacent thereto on each side, and they contended that the minerals 
onveyed were entitled to the support they had previously enjoyed from 
subjacent and adjacent minerals belonging to the conveying parties, and 
claimed injunctions to restrain the defendants from working the 
minerals in such a manner as to withdraw (1) vertical or lateral support 
from the tunnel ; (2) lateral support from the tunnel outside a distance 
of forty yards therefrom ; and (3) vertical or lateral support from the 
two seams of coal lying under the tunnel and above the minerals which 
the defendants now desired to work. Eve, J., held that the plaintiffs 
vere not entitled to any of the injunctions claimed, and dismissed the 
tion. The plaintiffs appealed as to injunctions (2) and (3) 

Tur Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercarr Moviton and 
Buckiey, L.J.J.) allowed the appeal as to injunction 2 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The point in question is not covered by 
wuithority. It was held by the House of Lords in Bennett's case 
L. R. 2 H. L. 27), which has since been repe tedly followed, that the 


rights given by section 78 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, to the 
railway company are in substitution for the common law right of sup 
port, whether vertical or lateral, within the forty yards limit. It is 
nly within that limit that the railway company can claim the right to 
iy compensation, without actually purchasing the minerals. Beyond 
he forty yards the owner can work without giving thirty days’ notice, 
nd, indeed, he cannot vive any statutory notice, and of course no | 
unter-notice can be viven lyy the railway « mpany Compensation 


payable under section 78 is only for minerals within the forty yards 
On principle it seems to me that the common law right of lateral 


ipport 1s only taken way to the extent to which the notice and the | 


ounter-notice can relate. The common | right of support by soil 
not being mineral is not taken away even within the forty yards, and 
| think the common law right of lateral support outside the forty 
vards remains whether the soil is or is not mineral. Our attention has 
heen called to many authorities in which wide language was used to 
the effect that all common law right to mineral support is taken away 
hy the code gut that language was, without exception, used where 
nly the forty y irds limit was in question, ind it ought to be taken 
is addressed to that state of facts only, and not be treated as a judicial 
lecision upon a point which did not arise for decision. The result is 
hat in my opinion the appelle nts are entitled to an injunction to restrain 
the respondents from working minerals outside the forty yards limit in 
ich a manner as to withdraw lateral support from the Morley tunnel. 
ve, J., thought himself bound by Bennett's Case (supra) to take an 
pposite view, though I infer that his own opinion agreed with that 
hich I have above expressed. 
FretcHerR Movtton and Buck ey, L..J.J., also delivered judgment to 
e same effect.—Counsex, Sir RP. B. Finlay, K.C., Page, K.C., Mac 
nney and J. A. Tweedale; Sir A. Cripps, K.C., P. O. Lawrence, 
K.C., John Dixon, and Ashworth James. Souictrors, C. de J 
tndrewes; Rawle, Johnstone, d& Co., for Mason, Fernandes, & Co.. 
Vakefield. 


[Reported by J. I. Strreiine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


TICEHURST AND DISTRICT WATER AND GAS CO. (LIM.) v. GAS 
AND WATERWORKS SUPPLY AND CONSTRUCTION CO. (LIM) 
AND OTHERS. Warington, J. 3rd and 5th April. 


Water Company—Sratvutory Powszrs—AGREEMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION 
or Matns—Distrisution oF WaTER IN STATUTORY ARKA—DELEGA 
TION OF Powerns—U.ttra Vires—Ticenvurst Water Act, 1902 (2 Ep 
7, ¢. exx.)—Warterworks Crauses Acts, 1847 (10 & 11 Vict. c. 17), 
1863 (26 & 27 Vict. c. 93). 

The plaintiffs, a water company incorporated hy statute, agreed with 
the defendants that the latter should, within the statutory area, con 


struct mains and works, collect water rates, and distribute water, which 
was to be supplied in bulk at a fixed charge by the plaintiff company. 
Held, that this agreement u not a delegation of statutory powers ; 

it was therefore alid, and intra vires the com pany 


In this action the plaintiff company sought a declaration that an 
agreement made between them and the defendant company was void, 
and should be set aside, and ancillary relief in respect of certain 
mains. The plaintiff company v neorporated by the Ticehurst Water 
Act, 1902 (incorporating the Waterworks Clauses Acts, 1847, 1863), 
and by a further statute in 1904, with the usual powers and obligations 
of water companies. Included in the statutory area of the company 
was the parish of Heathfield On the 21st of December, 1904, an 
agreement was entered into with the defendant company, whereby the 
defendants undertook to construct mains in the Heathfield district, 
and to distribute water, which was to be supplied to them in bulk by 
the plaintiffs at a fixed charge. Amongst other provisions, the 
agreement contained clauses prescribing the terms on_ which 
the plaintiffs should take over the mains, works, &c., to be 
constructed by defendants, and declaring (clause 12) that as 
long as the agreement was in force the plaintiffs should 
not distribute water in the said district. In 1905 the defendants, 
the East Sussex Water Co., took over the benefit of the agree 
ment, and constructed mains, and began to supply water. It was 
submitted by the plaintiffs that this agreement amounted to a delega 
tion of statutory powers, was w/fra vires, and therefore void. 

WARRINGTON, J., after reviewing the facts, continued : The theory 
on which the plaintiffs proceed is that the effect of the agreement is to 
purport to hand over to the Construction Co. that part of their 
statutory undertaking that relates to Heathfield. It is well determined 
that a statutory company, with powers and obligations, cannot delegate 
those statutory powers. This agreement, it is contended, is nothing 
but an attempted delegation, and is, therefore, void as against public 
The agreement being non-existent, the 
plaintiffs lay claim to the mains and works constructed by the East 
Sussex Co., and to the money collected by them as water rate. 
Their argument is this: ‘‘ In pursuance of our statutory powers, mains 
ind works have been constructed in Heathfield, and so form part of 
our statutory undertaking, and therefore belong to us. In violation of 
our statutory rights, the East Sussex Co. has been using these 
mains, and collecting water rates, which are the proceeds of our 
statutory undertaking.’’ This is the claim on the pleadings, that the 
undertaking, mains and all, is the plaintiffs’, in spite of the agree 
ment, but this has not been persisted in at the bar. Here the plaintiffs 
only ask for a declaration that the agreement is void. Now, where a 
declaration is claimed, together with ancillary relief, and the claim to 
ancillary relief is abandoned at the trial, it would, in my opinion, be 
most improper to grant the declaration without the relief, and I should 
not dream of so doing. I could not, therefore, grant the declaration 
without the ancillary relief. Now, as to the declaration itself, does 


policy and non-existent 





the agreement in question amount to a delegation, or is it outside 
the powers of the company as a corporation, 80 that no part of it is 
binding’ The real meaning is to be gathered from the clauses. Which 
clause is ultra vires The defendants are to construct mains and 
works—nothing ulfra vires there. The plaintiffs are to supply water in 
bulk iwain a perfectly good clause. Clause 12 prevents the plaintiffs 
from distributing water within their statutory district, and it may 


vell be that if the defendants sought to enforce this stipulation, the 
plaintiffs could maintain that it was not binding, but there is nothing 
in the clause as it stands t& render the whole agreement void. In my 
opinion, there is nothing in the agreement to constitute it ultra vires, 
there may be clauses which could not be enforced specifically against 
the plaintiffs, but I express no opinion on that point. The agreement 
is legal and binding, and the action must be dismissed with costs.— 
Counsen, 7/7. Terrell, K.C., and A. B. Martin, for plaintiffs; A. C 
Clauson, K.C., and Ward Coldridge,-for East Sussex Water Co 

Soutcrrors, M. J. Jarvis; Kingsbury & Turner. 

Reported by R. C. Carrtsaron, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Re A. T. BEHREND'S TRUST. SURMAN v. BIDDELI, 
Swinfen Eady, J. 23rd, 24th, and 29th March. 
Bankreprcy—ArtTer-AcqumreD Property—Cuosr 1x ActiuoN—SETTLE- 
MENT ON Marrtace—Bona Frprs—VALvaBL_e ConsIDERATION—N OTIC¥ 

Non-LSTERVENTION oF Trustee IN BANKRUPTCY. 

The rule in Cohen v. Mitchell (38 W. R. 551, 25 Q. B. D. 262) ez- 
tends to choses in action, and that though notice of the bankruptcy pre- 
cedes notice of the subsequent dealing, and although the person ies 
with the bankrupt has notice of the bankruptcy. Further, a bona-fide 
marriage settlement is a dealing for value within the meaning of the 


{ settlement executed upon and in consideration of his marriage hy 
an undischarged bankrupt of a right which accrued to him after the 
bankruptcy to a fund in the hands of trustees in favour of his wife will 
he upheld against the trustee in bankruptcy if the transaction waa ‘ad 
bona-fide one on the part of the wife, although prior to the eettlement 
hoth she and the trustees of the fund knew of the bankruptcy, provided 
that the trustee in bankruptcy had not intervened. 

This was a summons taken out by the trustees of two settlements, 
respectively executed upon and after the first marriage of the above 
named A. T. Behrend, and dated respectively the 21st of July, 1884, 


land the 28th of November, 1894, to have it determined to whom they 
‘ 
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should pay nd mal er the funds now shiect to the trusta of 
those two settlements With regard to the husband's fund comprised 
n the settlement of 1 1, it was substantially not in dispute that the 
truste i bankrur the husband was entitled, the interest being 
ne ¢ “ the } ] s contingently entitled at the date of the 
bankrupt ind ft nt the subsequent events he became abso 
itelv entitled Ihe te between the rival claimants, who were the 
trustee in bankruptey and the trustees of a settlement executed by the 
husband upon his s¢ 1 marriage in November, 1909, turned upon 


he husband's after iired property te hich a new title accrued 


mi t r } rupte ip the death of the first 
ite i} husband married a first time in 1884, he was adjudi 
ited | kruy n tl ( March, 1893, his first wife died on the 
Ith of July, 190 | he married non the 7th of November 
i909. By tl perat of tl nte-nuptial and post-nupt 
ettlements of 1884 and 1894 1 the f } first fe, the hushand 
became ent dt t further interests over and above his original 
fe j at under settlement, if d r the absolute interest 
n the me fund I life interest coale ed. These interests 
vere included ttlement hich is executed upon the second 
marriag (in ft ( a e it appeared it tl gé nd wite was a 
ster of the first wif d had lived with the latter and her hushand 
and olf tor tourteen vears Her sister vher he was dying had 
hegged her t live ! th and look after her hushand, which she had 
promised to d When he asked her to marry him she consented to 
d 1 he ther d to make provision for her by settling on her 
moneys h had me to him through his first fe’s death nd 
thia offer she a ted, ki vir that he had been made a bankrupt 
me seventeen vears before nd had not been discharged, but fully 
| eving that tl ement h he offered was a valid and proper 
It also appeared that tors had bee nsulted with a view 
te a tl s ly rriage that tl had 
taken tl 1 f ! ind in preparit the settlement had acted 
n accord th the lvice which counse ave The claim of the 
trustees ider tl net nt of 1909 was based upon the law s laid 
down in Cohen Vitchell, that until the trustee intervenes all trans 
actions ‘ bankrupt after his bankruptcy with anv person dealing 


ith him fond fide nd for value in resnect f his after-acquired pro 
wledg bankruptcy, are valid 


Eapy, J n t irse of } judgment, said : Upon the 

r " of ti s I } en doubt whatever in arri ing + the 
' } hat th « tw the « 1 mar ( is * hor t 

| / trar 1 not t " has sometimes } ip 
pened re the marri s really only ntracted with a view of 
ipport the settlement Tt will be ‘ from the wording of the 
proposition laid down in Cohen v. Mitchell that the stress of shewing 
hay hed is laid entirely and solely on the person dealing with the 
hankrupt nd if he } dealt in good fait} the question of whether 
bankrupt s between himself and the creditors, is also deali: in 

f if 18 Immater ] There is no ane tion in this case, as I had 
yy ted ut, that the lady was dealing iu md faith, and that the 
marr ttlement was executed in vod faith, but it was first said 
that the rule laid down in Cohen v. Mitchell is really limited to per 
mal cl tela and the like, and does not extend to choses in action 
But 1 effect f hen Vitchell was itself a se of a chose in action 
Chere damaves had been r ered in an { by the bankrupt for 
I ful « 1 Hy Coher } ne cla med t he 
ne d ! nterpleader issue t letermine who were the 
persons entitled to the mone » that in effect that case was in itself 
claim te i chose in actior Again, in the case of Re New Jiand 
dD } nt A lion and ¢ 10 W. R. 295: 1892, 2 Ch. 138 
Chitt J., pointed out that cA in action were — ~_ His 


ord hip al referred t t! le ion of Byrne J in #7 \ 
1 W. R. 125; 1898, 1 Ch. 675), and continued 


Fripp, 


It therefore seems to 


me to be clear. that choses in fion are within the rule. and there is no 
biect to the application of the rule because the money in question 

' Lio! Bu I t said that the rule has no ippli i 
! t pr t I se t trustees havi: y yntrol of the fund 
wer ire of the nkrupt 1 therefore they had notice of the 
HANKPIpyt ind therefor the : nee could not obtain a good title. 
because the truste¢ } lready notice of the bankruptcy, held the 
property t f tr é bankrupte It seems to me if that 
is th se it w 1 really pr nt the application of the rule to choses 
n action at | ae 1 persol uld safely deal with a bankrupt 
having notice of the nkrupte nd it is clear that the rule in Cohen 

Vitrhell extends to cases hether the person dealing has or has not 
notice of the bankruptey I think this point was decided the opposite 
vay in Hunt \ Fe It was then said that a de iling like the 
present wl I t was marriage settlement, was not a dealing for 

lue within t] e of Coher Vitchell. It is very difficult indeed 
to see %. hy not Chere s a settlement on the second marriage 
onestly entered int ind a marriage contract, and IT am unable to see 
why the parties claimir inder the settlement do not claim bond fade 


nd for value As T ither. the 


reason put was that there was no 
resulting pecuniary benefit to the 


p inkrupt that would pass to his 
trustee, and therefor: t was said not to be withir the rule: but there 


- » such limitation of the rule in Cohen v. Mitchell itself. [His lord 
ship then referred to Hampton v. Lubbock (1900, W. N. 18). which he 
l to Lloyd \ 
f after-acquired pro | 


lescribed as a very much stronger case than the present, 


Banks (3 ( h App +133 which vas not a case 


| 


| disposal of Messrs. 


|on the mines, Mr. Ludwig 


perty at -_ and to ites er v. Vans Colina (1900, 1 Q. Q. B. 130). ind 
In re Beall (1899, 1 Q. B. 688), where there was the active interventio: 
of the trustee before that of the assignee, which his lordship descril 
is wholly disting from the present on that ground T) 
result is that, in my opinion, the trustees of the settlement executed 
on the second marriage are entitled to the funds, except the husband's 
fund under the first settlement, and that passes to the trustee in har 
ruptcy CounseL, for the summons, Pepys; for the trustees of 1 
settlement on the second marriage, Hon. L. C. Macnaghten, K.( 
Dighton Pollock; for the trustee in bankruptcy, Micklem, K.C 

J. G. Wood; for the husband, Tindale Davis. Soricrrors, Su 

Co.; Lumley & Lumley; Tarry, Sherlock, & King. 


[Reported by Percy T. Canney, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
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SOCIETE COLONIALE ANVERSOISE AND OTHERS ~. LONDON 
AND BRAZILIAN BANK. Scrutton, J. 24th March, 

AGent—Mownery Pap into AGENT’s Account 

AGency—DisposaL or UNDRAWN BALance. 


BANKER AND CUSTOMER 


DETERMINATION OF 
When a principal places money in a bank on the terms that a nv 
agent hall draw upon it. he retaina the power, 
mination of th agency f require the bank to return the un 
halance to h 


upon the proper det 


The plaintiffs claimed to recover the balance of a sum of n 
deposited with the defendants under the following circumstances 
The plaintiffs provided money for their mines in Brazil by remitting 

which were drawn on by Messi 
Haupt & Co., their commercial agents there In April, 1909, th 
plaintiffs desired to make remittances on which the managing dire 
of the mines also should draw for mining expenses, and wrote to 
defendants as follows In future the amounts we shall remit t 
you to be cabled out to your branch office at Rio de Janeiro for tl 
Haupt & Co. | 


through the defendants moneys 


must partly be held at the disposal of 
to the disposal of our managing dire 
Klog. We shall always indi 
you which amount is for Mr. Klog and which amount 
for Messrs. Haupt & Co Please transmit these instructi 
to your branch office at Rio de Janeiro.’’ On the 30th of April the 
sent a number of cheques to the defendants, and ee l 
them to ‘‘ cable this amount out to your branch office at Rio de Janeir 
with instructions to hold (1) at the disposal of Messrs. Fest & 
Co.. at Rio de Janeiro, the sum of £2,000; (2) at the disposal ot 
Mr. Ludwig Klog, director of the Société Anonyme des 
Manganese d’Ouro, &c., £2,600—together, £4,600—and that we wish 
these gentlemen to have the control of conversion of this sterling 
umount The Rio branch thereupon opened an account in the nam: 
of Klog. Three other similar remittances were made, and paid | 
the Rio branch into this account. No other sums were ever paid b 
Klog into the account, but he drew out from time to time cert 
sums At the beginning of August Klog was dismissed by the plair 
tiffs, at which time there was £772 odd in the account, and the plait 
tiffs instructed the defendants to transfer it into Haupt’s account 
The defendants thereupon gave instructions to the Rio branch in c 
formity with the plaintiffs’ request; but on the 12th of August KI 
wrote to the Rio branch : ‘‘ I am in receipt of your favour of the 9 
inst., in which you inform me that you had transferred the bal 
of my current account to the account of the Société Anor 

& I cannot conform to this, and claim that this sum standing to n 
credit in personal name can only be vetired by myself, and consequi 
request you to hold this amount at my disposal until I have sett 
matters with the above company.”’ The def fendants then refused 
credit the plaintiffs with the £772. 

Scrutron, J., in the course of his judgment, said the position 
up by the defendants in the first instance was the correct on¢ 
pr ipal who had furnished money on which a _ person whom 
bank knew to - an agent was to draw for the pur} 
of his agency, evoked the agency, and requested the | 
to hand over the undrawn balance. He vas unabl 
understand on what principle the bank could refuse to } 
the bal to the principal who furnished them with the money 
claim to pay it to the agent whose authority to draw had been re 
He could see no 2 ao ition in their instructions for the bank's 
1 Klog’s name, but if those instructions were not 
ciently precise to prevent them from opening an account in Jis na! 
it made no difference when a principal placed money in the bank 
the terms that a known agent should draw upon it, and he retained 
his lordship’s view, the power, if he rightly determined the agency 
require the bank to return the undrawn balance to him. He 
been referred to certain cases, of which T'assell v. Cooper (9 C. B. § 
was mostly in the plaintiffs’ favour, while Sims v. Bond (5 B. & A 
389, see per Lord Denman at p. 392), and Calland v. Lloyd (6 M 
W. 26 appe ured against them Sut it was to be observed that 
Tassell vy. Cooper the agent had paid certain money into his gener 
account: the bank’s contract was, therefore, with him, and not wit 
his employer, to whom he ought to have paid the money. In the pr 
sent case it was the employer who had paid all the money into th 


these gentlemen, and partly 


plaintilis 


‘ 


ing an account 


oa =s° 
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agent’s account, and had withdrawn the authority to draw of the 
person whom the bank knew from the first to be an agent. There 
would be judgment for the plaintiffs, with costs.—Counse., Bailhache, 
K.C., and FP. D. Mackinnon; Shearman, K.C., and Disturnal. Sout 
crtors, William A. Crump & Son; Bircham & Co. 


[Reported by Leoxarp $. Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
LLOYD v. GRACE, SMITH, &€ CO. C.A. No. :. 12th April. 


PrincipaL AND AGENT—CLaImM By CLIENT ON Soxicrror ror CLERK'S 
Fraup—C.uient Convers Property ro CLeRK—LiMitTaTION 0! 
AGENT'S AUTHORITY. 


The plaintiff, a widow lady, consulted the defendant's managing 
clerk as to the sale of certain freehold property, and as to am wrt gage, 
and in her evidence alls yt d_ that. thro gh his clerk, she had 
instructed the defendant to act as solicitor for her. The clerk advised 
her to convey the property into his name, and this the plaintiff did 
He also got in the mortgage m ney. The frauds being discovered, the 
plaintiff sued the solicitor for delivery up of the deeds and repayment 
f the mortgage. 

Held, that as the managing clerk had tr 
and had di ye ed 
his principal was not re ponsible to the client for the loss 
there by. 


ferred the property of the 
fit for his own purp 


client into his own name, ea, 
sustained 


Application by the defendants for judgment or new trial in an action 
tried before S« rutton, J., and a sper ial jury at Liverpool. The plain 
tiff, Mrs. Emily Lloyd, a widow lady, sued the defendant firm, of 
which the sole representative was Mr. Frederick Smith, for th 
return of certain deeds relating to some freehold « ittages at Ellesmere 
Port, and also a sum of £450, whi she had lent on mortgage on 
other property in the Hartington-road, Li erpool. Her case was that 
she had instructed the defendant firm, as her solicitors, to sell the 
cottage property, and to call in the mortgage money. The litigation 
arose out of the frauds of one C. W. Sandles, who at the time in 
question Was conveyancing managing clerk to Grace, Smith, & Co 
rhe defence was a general denial, and as alternative the defendants 
pleaded that the plaintiff had con eyed the Ellesmere Port property by 
an indenture dated the 12th of December, 1909, to Sandles; that 
Sandles mortgaged it to the Union Credit Bank (Limited) for £250 
by an indenture dated the 13th of January, 1910; and Sandles, being 
mn possession of the title deeds of the property as legal owner thereof, 
delivered them to the Union Credit Bank (Limited). With regard to 
the sum of £450 secured on mortgage, the defendants pleaded that by 
ndenture of transfer dated the 12th of December, 1909, the plaintiff 
had assigned and transferred to Sandlesethe sum of £450 secured as 
aforesaid, and thereafter by indenture of that date had assigned to 
one Littler such debt of £450 and all securities therefor, whereupon 
the plaintiff ceased to have any interest in the said mortgage, and th 
money payable in respect thereof. The plaintiff, by her reply, said 
that her execution of the indentures referred to was procured by th 
fraud of Sandles acting in the course of his employment, and within 
the scope of his authority as managing clerk of the defendants. The 


questions left to the jury, with their answers, were as follows :—(1 
In receiving the deeds and taking instru ns to sell the property 
and call in the mortgage debt, did Sandles profess to act in his private 
capacity, or as conveyancing manager to Messrs. Grace, Smith, & ¢ 


manager to Grace, Smith, & Co 
Smit! 


—He professed to act as conveyanci 
(2) If he professed to act as conveyancit manayer to Grace, 
& Co.. was he in reality acting on his masters’ behalf, or was he in 
reality acting on his own behalf and for his own benefit ’—He acted in 
reality on his own behalf and for his benefit. (3) In receiving 
the deeds of the property and the mortgage, did he act (a) in th 
‘ irse of his business as conveyancing manager ; and (h for his 
masters’ benefit a) Yes: (6) No 1) In taking a transfer of the 
Ellesmere Port property, and pledging it, did he act (a) in the courss 
f his services as managing clerk; and (/) for his masters’ benefit 
No; (b) No. (5) In taking a transfer of mortgage to himself did 
Sandles act (a) in the course of his business as managing clerk; and 
(4) for his masters’ benefit ’—(a) No: (4) No (6) In calling in the 
mortgage debt. and transferring it, did he act (a) in the course of his 
masters’ business; and (4) for his masters’ benefit?—(a) Yes; (+) No 
Vhe pury added as a rider: ‘‘ We are of opinion that Mrs Lloyd 
throughout the whol history of the transaction believed that she was 
dealing with Messrs. Grace, Smith, & Co. After argument, Scrutton 
J., gave judgment for the plaintiff, the plaintiff to have a return, fre 
and unencumbered, of the Ellesmere Port deeds, and to recover against 
the defendants the sum of £450 and costs to be taxed The learned 


judge was of opinion that there was no evidence to support the answer 


‘yes’ to question 6 (a In accordance with an agreement betweer 
the parties that supplementary facts might be found by the learned 
judge, he found as follows :—That it was vithin the scope of Sandles’s 


employment to advise clients who came to the firm to sell property 
as to the best legal way to do it, and the necessary documents to 
execute ; that the client did rely on the representations of Sandles pr 
fessing to act on behalf of the firm: that the documents i questi 
were necessary to facilitate and carry out the sale of the land for her 
that she did not know that she was signing conveyances to Sandles 
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| outside the scope of his authority ; and that she was justified in relying 


on the representations of Sandles without reading or trying to under 
stand the documents tendered to her. The defendants now applied 
for judgment or in the alternative for a new trial. 

[ue Court, having taken time to consider, gave judgment, allowing 
the application, and (VavcHan Witiams, L.J., dissentiente, on the 


| ground that there should be a new trial ordered) entered judgment for 


the defendants 
VaucHan Wittiams, L.J., said that Sandles fraudulently conveyed 


away the property, the subject of a deed of conveyance, which th 
plaintiff handed to him in | room in the defendant's office, where 
she went as a client of the defendant In order to effect the fraud 


Sandles represented that it was necessary for the plaintiff to convey 
the property to him. He ga t receipt in his own name, but afte 
wards, on representations n the plaintiff, gave a receipt in the 
name of the firm, his employ Sandles having called in the’ mort 


gage money, appropriated it to his own use, and the deeds relating to 
the cottages he pledged wit! bank. Sandles afterwards refunded 
to Mr. Smith £250, and the latter offered that sum to the plaintiff 
She refused to accept it, but fterwards consented to Mr. Smith's 


suggestion that he should add £150 of his money to the £250, and 
redeem the deeds. This Mr. Smith did, the bank having advanced 


upon them £378 Mr. Smith said that he told Mrs Lloyd that if 
he paid the £150 he should consider he had a lien on the deeds to that 
extent. This, however, Mrs. Lloyd denied. Unfortunately, the court 
could not decide the case on the facts ascertained by the jury alone, 
because it was agreed that ipplementary findings of fact which it 
became necessary to decid hould be found by the judge He 
regretted there had been tl reement, and he thought it unfortunats 
that the judge had treated not as one which entitled him to draw 


inferences of fact from the findings of the jury, but as one which 
entitled him to find facts rhe result was that one had not to deal 


with a trial by judge and jury, but one in which the finding of facts 
was the mixed function of lve and jury His lordship came to the 
conclusion that there was « nee that there wa uch a holding out 
as to estop the defendant f1 sserting that Sandles had no authorit. 
to receive the deeds and take tructions, even though at the time that 
he received the deeds and t } the imstructions he vas minded to 
commit the frauds It was plain also that the defendant held out 
Sandles as his agent from whom his clients might receive advice 
For himself he would have | prepared to dismiss the appeal if th 
findings of facts of the judge had been more definite and if the 
holding-out point had be bore fully brought before the jury. As 
it was, having regard to the urse the trial took, he thought ther 
should be a new trial Che ther members of the court, however, were 


of a different opinion 

Farwewy, L..J., said he ht the case was covered | 
vhich gave the court no alternative but to allow the 
referred to the f the law by Willes, J in the 


authority, 
appeal He 
Exchequer 


statement 


Chamber in Barwick v. English Joint Stock Bank (L. R. 2 Ex., at p 
265), which could not be qualified by striking out the words nel 
for the master’s benefit,’”’ Serutton, J suggested The ] ' 
tated in the same terms before that case by Holt, C..J / hervilh 
v. Stamp 1 Ld. Raymo. 265 "vy Lord Abinger i ' dement id to 
have been penned by Lord Wensleydale in //uzz« / 2c. M. & 
R. 432), and by the Exchequer Chamber in Lim pu / n General 
Omnibus ¢ fl H. & C. 532i nd had been restated and idoptec in 
ma ses sINnce y., in the Privy Council in Mackay (‘ommercial 
Bank f New Brunet le (L. R > P. C 4 im tl il in Britiad 
Mutual Bank y (/ 1 I t Baidu ( Q. B. D 
714 ind by Lord Selbor the House of Lord i // ‘ / 
City of Glasgow Bank » App. ¢ at p. 326), and | l d Dave 
Ruhen Great Fingall Cor fed (1906. A. ( t1 f md meu 
be regarded as an tegral part of the law of el lava ds 
with the limitation of the pr pal’s liability as | iad n by t) 
suthorities, his lordship said that the plaintiff to icceed muat pr 

the agent’s authority lt kne or ought to have know that # 
agent s authority was limited he could not be heard t mplan : 
ivainst th principal that the agent had, without the plaintiff's know 
ledge, exceeded his authorit It was open to the defendant to dispute 
the existence ind the ext of the authority, and tu den that the 


avent’s act was done for } benefit, and any such def if proved 


would be a complete inawe! unless the doctrine of estoppr prevented 
him from vdiducing § ence Tn th present ¢ e the plaintifl 
+ k the deeds of her | mere Port property to defendant 
office. and consulted hi ! is to its value Sand vas the defer 
da s managing cler} Had she merely handed the deeds to hi 
to advise her upon them ind deal with them in the istial way th 
principal uld learl have been hable, but the Ré is entirely 
altered bv the fact that Mrs Llovd conveved the propert to Sandler 
Sucl t transactio! vas eariv not within the ordinary dutie oloa 
managing clerk, and no one could be heard to say that he ot 
belie aad t to be s Unfounded or unreasonable belief | persons a 
to the duties of a_ solicit clerk could not enlarge the agents 
iuthorit But for the evyance to Sandles | would e had } 
‘41a which would have « ed him to deal th the deeds, and ther 
« no holding it } } ild prevent the detend tt it 
1 answer to the acti lerk’s limited authorit He thew 
fore f opinion that the udgment appealed from could not be suy 
norted. and that the appeal should be allowed, and the action di 
asened 1 ild he find ground on which a new trial should be 


dered. The trial seemed to him to have been properly conducted 
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although it was not usual for questions of fact to be left to the judge 
Furthermore, as all parties agreed that no personal charge could be 
made against the defendant, it seemed to his lordship that, without 
misconduct on the part of the defendant, the plaintiff could not 
obtain judgment 

Kennepy, L.J., agreed 
ingly allowed, and judgment entered for 


vith Farwell, L.J 
the 


The appe al was accord 
defendant with costs hers 


and below.—Cownse., Greer, K.C., and Cuthbert Smith, for the 
defendant; Tobin, K.C., and J. A. Johnston, for the plaintiff 
Soxicrrors, Walter Broadbridge; George Thatcher, for Grace, Smith, 
é& Co., Liverpool 

[Reported by Ersxtne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 


B. -. B. Evans, P. 28th March; 10th April 


Divonce—Wiure's Pevrrion—Lecat Crvetty—PLeapinc—Onvs of 
ResutTraL on Hvuspanp 

1 wife catablishes prima facie a charge of legal cruelty against her 
husband if ahe proves that, in fact, he haa communicated to her a 
venereal disease, and that eh a guiltl woman 

Undefended petition for divorce by t wile i the grounds of th 
cruelty and adultery of her husband rhe facts necessary for thi 
report sufficiently appear from the judgment, but the paragraph in 
the petition material to one point decided by the learned President 
was as follows Phat in the month of June, 1906, the respondent 
caused your petitioner to contract a disease which your petitioner ha 
since ascertained to have been a venereal disease 

April 10.—Evans, P In this suit a question of law of considerable 
importance comes up for decision Prior authorities upon it are con 
flicting. They range over a long period. They were pronounced from 
time to time when the law as to evidence and the competency of wit 


nesses in matrimonial suits varied. The question arises in this case 
first as a matter of pleading and econdly, as a matter of prool at thie 
trial. In substance, the question is whether a wife who has been 
infected with venereal disease by her husband must, in order to 


establish a charge of legal cruelty, prove affirmatively that the husband 
communicated the knowingly, wilfully, or recklessly ; 
whether it is sufficient for her to prove that she was infected by him, 


disease or 


leaving upon him the burden of proving that the disease was com 
municated in such circumstance that it did not amount to lke 
crnelty. The facta may be ited in a fe enten The wife petitio 
for a dissolution of her marriage on tl round of adultery and 
cruelt The adulter pu ed Lhe ruelt relied upon 
infection by gonorrhea I} petition alleged thi fact alone there 
Waa no alle tion that the disease was mmmut ted Knowing) | 
fully, or recklessly Che husband filed no answer, and did not appear 
rhe infection of the wife by the husband was established Thi 

did not, and could not, prove knowledge on the part of the husband 
The strong probability is that she never would be able to find o1 
adduce affirmative proot of such knowledge She merely proved that 
she acquired the disease from him Is that enough I will pass over 
the question of pleadi ind deal with the point of substance I'he 


is M ett Morphett 


strongest authorit wall petitioner 

(17 W R 71 1869. L. R. 1 P. & D. 702), where Sir Jame Wile 
Judge Ordinary. said the mere fact that a husband is mnmut teal 
disease to his wife what er may be thought «of 1 i other | t 
of view, is not suffi mstitute legal cruelt [t is abundant 
clear that, for th purpose, the act must be a wilful on and 
according to the judgment of Dr. Lushington in ¢ itv. Collett 
Curt. 678, 679), the proof of it requires very strong and conclusi 
evidence rhe very important question, therefore, arises hether 
in the mere fact that the wife was diseased, any evidence is to be 
found to sustain the proposition, not only that the husband infected 
her, but that he did » knowingly and wilfull It devolved upon tl 
respondent if the wite to establish affirmati that the petit el 
having the disease himselt, kre either from medical advice w fi 
the obvious character of the svmptoms, that he id a disease. tl 

was an infectious disease, and that it existed in such a stage and form 
that connection with h ife was at least distinctly dangerous And 
later he said It wa I think, absolutely incumbent upon her, in 
the absence of actual proof on this head, to lay the foundation for a 


scientific conclusion, which should take its place, first to the charge 
of knowledge, and, through that, to the charge of wilfulness. It was 
part, and the most essential part, of the burden of proof which her 
charge of cruelty cast upon her; and the defect in its proof leaves 
her case, in my judgment, unsupported by sufficient evidence to sustain 
the finding of the jury Cleasby, B., concurred, but Willes, J 
delivered an important dissenting judgment It not appear trom 
the report whether a submission was made at the trial that there was 
or how the question was left to them 


aoes 


no evidence to go to the jur 


The whole evidence Tor ind igainst was apparently put to them 
Phe facts of the case wert peculhat but it would seem that the decision 
must be taken to be that proof the fact of infection of the wife by 
the husband, without proof of knowledge on his part, is not sufficient 
to support a charge of legal cruelty If so, I must consider whether | 
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it is binding upon me. This I shall do later, after discussing the 
earlier cases, including the only case (Collett v. Collett) referred to 
by the learned Judge Ordinary in his judgment. {The learned Presi 
dent then referred to and discussed the cases of Popkin v. Popkin (1 


Hagg. Ecc. 765), Collett v. Collett (supra), Cioeci v. Ciocei (1853, 1 
Spinks 121), Chesnutt v. Chesnutt (1854, 1 Spinks 196), and continued 

Now, before examining the later cases, it is important, and in my view 
essential, to note what the state of the law as to evidence and the 
competency of husbands and wives as witnesses in matrimonial and 
divorce causes was, when the decisions heretofore referred to wer 


pronounced. Befgre 1843 (6 & 7 Vict c. 85) no person interested 

a suit could give evidence In 1851 (14 & 15 Vict. c. 99), when parties 
to legal proceedings, speaking generally, were first authorized to ‘ 
their testimony, an exception was made in respect of suits instituted in 
consequence of adultery (ibid. sections 2 and 4). In such suits the parties 
still remained incompetent to be witnesses. And when, by the A 
1853 (16 & 17 Vict. « husbands and wives of parties were made 
competent witnesses, a similar exception was made in respect of suits 
instituted in Consequence of adultery, which still kept the husbands 
outside the category of admissible witnesses. In 1859 a 
(22 & Vict. c. 61) which enabled the wife and 
husband to give evidence, limited to certain i in 
particular kind—viz., where the wife petitioned for a dissoluti 
marriage on the ground of adultery coupled with cruelty or desert 


00), 


and 
Act was passed 


wives 
97% 
25 


issues, sults lt a 


They were in such a case empowered to give evidence of, or relating 
to, the cruelty or desertion, but not of, or relating to, adultery l his 
reform only applied to suits by the wife, where she petitioned for 
dissolution. Where a husband petitioned for dissolution on the ground 
of the adultery of his wife, and she pleaded countercharges of cru 
uid desertion against him in support of a prayer for a judicial sey 
tion, it was held that the wife’s evidence was inadmissible : WAiitel 
Whitt’ (1860. 30 L. J Matr. Cas. 43) Where a wife did ne 

1 dissolution, but only brought her suit for judicial separation 
idultery and cruelty were alleged, it was decided by Sir James Wild 
is Judyve Ordinar that the wails mild not be called as a wit 
Hudson v. Hudson 12 W. R. 354; 1863, 3 Sw. & Tr. 314), and ther 
fore pr sumably a husband in such a suit was also precluded ti 
yviving evidences But it is curious to note that in a similar 
decided by his predecessor (Sir Cresswell ( resswell) the Veat het 


both the petitioner and respondent seem to have been allowed to 


evidence V. v. N. (1862, 3 Sw. & Tr. 234). It was not until 69 
(32 & 33 Vict. c. 68) that husbands and wives were made com 
vitnesses in all divorce and matrimonial causes In the decad 
between 1859 and 1869, in the somewhat chaotic state of the la 
cases were decided and reported which have reference to the questiol 
raised in the present suit—viz., in 1860, 1862, 1865, 1866. and 1869, to 
h reference must be mack The learned President then discussed 
“i i. ‘ vy. Jon 1860, Searle & Smith's Report s, 13 \ 
\ 1862 B ’ Brown (14 W. R. 149; 1865, L. R 
’ I>. a Penira , Bevirdmon (14 W. R. 1024: 1866, L. R. 1 
1’ 1) ul proceeded The last of these cases was V/ t 
f IT find no considered reported decision upo 
, } j e the passing of the Evidence Act, 1869; alt] 
l nk pract has been for the petitioner to plead knowled r 
vilful or reckless conduct on the part of the respondent, and pro! 
ils to adduce proot in support of that plea Is, then, the pud 
of the majority of the court in rph tt V ir phe ft (supre ] i 
upon m 1 think that it 1 When Morphett Morphett 
decided, the Judge Ordinar itting alone. had equal power 
full wt in ordering ne trials: see the Matrimonial Cause \ 
1864 \ 1\ t 164 li { r words, the Judge Ord 
t! i id have d ded Morphett Morphett and ft 
rt t I un ippellate rurisdiction over him . 
erefor is tl decis rned, apart from the nur 
suthorit ft ! | | it not superior to one 
ludve Ordinars slone could Rave pronout ed lt ippears t " 
the de ns of th iT! vuurts of equal jurisdiction are, t 
least doubtful cousister In these circumstances, having 1 
to tl irious opinions expressed in the judgments which have be 
ited, and to the state of the law of evidence in matrimonial suits 
+} late f tho udgme and at the present time, I conceive 1 
I I t bound t follow the udyments of the majority of the 
un Morphett M “=e | that I am free to give my own de 
iwfettered | that case Phe judgement f Lord Penzance m 2B 
Brow if p.) appeals to me more strongly than his judgment 
Morphett Vorphett ahi ip The principles propeou 
Wil J n | dissenting judgment in the latte 
case stand out as eminently fair and sound; and I ad 
them without hesitation Cases may, of course, arise 
1 husband can prove that t venereal disease (like = svp! 
was contracted by him innocently, or that he may have communi 
1 disease in innocence or ignorance ; and that he is not guilty of 


regards cruelty It is not vy to example 
cases the burden of addu ing su h proof should be upor hu 
What I have said makes it 


the law necessary 


In such 


und not upon the suffering wife 


as give 


unnec 


sary to say anything more upon the point of pleading. What I decid 
to day is that a wife establishes primd facie a charge of legal cruelt 
iwainst her husband when she proves that she is a guiltless womat 
nd tl venereal disease has, in fact, been communicated io he 
| n When that has been done, it is for the husband, if h 
that he was ignorant, or innocent, or otherwise not cuilt 


There will be a decree nisi 


il cruelty charged against him 
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with costs and custody of the child.—Counset, Barnard, K.C., and 
Haldinstein. Soricrrorn, G. W. Cook. 
[Reported by Diosr Cores-Prerpr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


‘." The name of the solicitor acting for the company in the case of 
Re South of England Natural Gas and Petroleum Co. (Limited), 
reported ante, p. 442, should have been given as Mr. Stanley O. Pugh 

f 1, St. Swithin’s-lane, Cannon-street, London), instead of Pugh & 
Simpson, as stated in the report. That firm was, we are informed, 


dissolved before the appearance was entered to the writ in the 


tion, 


Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvvents’ Desarinc Socrery.—April 26.—Chairman, Mr. C. P. 
Blackwell.—The subject for debate was : “ That the case of Whitehorn 
Brothers v. Davison (1911, 1 K. B. 463) was wrongly decided.”’ Mr 
R. W. Handley opened in the affirmative, Mr. Willcocks seconded in 

» affirmative; Mr. Gallaher opened in the negative, Mr. R. T. Davies 

onded in the negative. The following members continued the 

bate : Messrs. Meyer, Shearn, Pleadwell, Kafka, Coe, and Gisborn 
he motion was carried by six votes 


BinMINGHAM LAW S2uvents’ Sociery April 25.—Mr. W. H. Coley 

the chair.—The subject of the debate was as follows : ‘‘ A. travelled 

a railway without first having paid his fare or provided himself 

th a ticket, but without intent det | the railway company ot 

ide payment. His lugyage, which ’ i the luggawe van of the 

in, was lost Can A. recover compen: from the railway com 
Mr. G. H. Willeox opened in t flirmative, and is 


1y > ' 
ported by Mess: R. B. Blaker, E. C. G H. Cooke, W J 
Blackham. J. D. Evans, B. B. Davis, and H. 8. Brookes (visitor 
in 7 H Knight opened in the nega ‘ nd was supported | 
\fessrs. W. C. C. Gell, A. Upton, I). A. Daniels, and A. J. Hatwell 
\fter the openers had replied, the harm wunmed up, and on th 
estion being put to the meeting the voti resulted : For the affirma 
ve, five; for the negative, six A hearty vote of thanks to the 


Clarke, 


hairman concluded the proceedings 








Companies. 
Alliance Assurance Co. 


ANNUAL MEETING. 


Che annual general court was held at the head office, Bartholomey 
lane, on Wednesday, Lord Rothschild (the chairman) presiding 

The CHAIRMAN said that the report under consideration was the most 

tisfactory which the board had ever presented to the shareholder 
lhe life business transacted during the 
mount of that business which they had ever done in one year, bein 


past year was almost the largest 


millions, of which, with the exces pl n of a few thousands of poun Is 
whole was derived from home connections. The valuation of the 
linperial Life business for the last quinquennium had proved most 
gratifying. £175,000 would be divided amongst the policy holders, and 
£40,000 would go to increasing the credit balance of the profit and loss 
count. The valuation of the Provident Life acccunt would take 
place in 1912, and the Alliance valuation in 1913. Exclusive of 
interest, the figure of the fire account was £323,000, or with interest 
£411,000. The premium incomes from all departments amounted to 
£2,661,000, and the gross interest from investments to £706,000, whilst 
ey had paid to the Government, in respect of income tax, £56,000. 
The report and accounts were adopted, and at a subsequent special 
eeting a resolution was passed approving the proposed amalgamation 
the Economic Assurance Compan) 
At a second spec il meeting, ne ‘ 
e laws and regulations of the Alliance Company to enable the board 
carry out the proposed arrangement with the Economic Compan; 


essar\ lterations were sanctioned in 





Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Y 


Mr. Stade Butter, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Recorder 


f Ry Mr. Butler was called to the Bar in 1877 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 

Drpon Exttiot, and Carr 
April 19 

[Gazette, April 21. 


Witttam Henry Detenan, Geratp pI 
Duignans & Elliot Walsall 


UUIGNAN, solicitors 


Frep. Lawson Lewis and Watter Jonn WENHAM, solicitors (Lawson 
Lewis & Wenham), 11, John-street, Bedford-row, London. March 25. 
[Gazette, Apyil 25. 


General. 


\t the invitation of the Faculty of Laws of the University of London, 
Mr. Arthur Cohen, K.C., will deliver a public lecture on ‘‘ The Declara 
tion of Londeon’’ at University College on Thursday, May 4, at 
5.50 p.m. The chair will be taken by Lord Reay. Cards admitting 
to reserved seats may be obtained on application to the Secretary at 


the College 


We are informed that at the instance of Mr. James Rowlands the 
Government has agreed to grant a return giving the number of titles 
registered as ‘‘ Absolute,’’ ‘‘ Qualified,’’ ossessory,”’ and ‘‘ Good 
Leaschold’’ respectively, and the receipts and expenditure of the 
Land Registry Office since 1906, the date of the last return. The 
expenditure has, it is understood, exceeded by some thousands of 
pounds the receipts, although these have amounted to close on £700,000 
since 1899, when the system of compulsory registration of title first 
came into operation as an experiment in the county of London. 


Men who are summoned for jury duty are, says an American journal, 
ngenious in their excuses, and it often happens that the selection of 
uror is the most diverting part of the case. One who was called in 
the county court complained that he was deaf * You say you are 
deaf?’ remarked the judge ‘** Eh, what is that you say? ’’ said the 
man ‘I said are you deaf observed the judge in a louder tone. 


You'll have to speak louder,’ was the reply, ‘‘ or I can’t hear you.’’ 

I " ve ll excuse you d the judge ; og you can go, ' The deat 
1 il no trouble in hearing the court's last remark, and at once 
sped out of the court room 1 think that’s one on the judge,” 
bserved one of the attorneys 

Ch Cunadian Crovernment ive, Sa! the Time accorded Spec ial 
thanks to the counsel—-Lord Robson, Mr. Peterson, K.C., and M1 


Raymond Asquith—who were engaged for Great Britain in the recent 
rbitration between the United States and Great Britain at The Hague 
Che official report of the Minister for Justice to the Governor-General 
ords that ‘**he especially holds in grateful recognition the eminent 
rvices to the interests of Canada and Newfoundland of the Right 
Honourable Lord Robson, particularly in regard to the territoriality 
of the bays falling within the renunciation of the Treaty of 1818, and 
he recommends that such thanks be accompanied by the statement that 
your Excellency’s Ministers feel that to the ability, industry, and care 
of the learned Attorney-General the successful issue of the argument 
is very largely due.”’ 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Mr. Morrell asked the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Board of Agriculture whether the 
(iovernment proposed to make any fresh arrangements to facilitate and 
improve the worl the Small Holdings Act. Sir E. Strachey said 
that the President of the Board proposed, with the concurrence of the 
Treasury, to increase the number of Small Holdings Commissioners 
| so as to enable them to take active steps to assist 


cin 


trom two to eluent, 


ind induce county councils to satisfy the outstanding demands for 
mall holdir ud to put » force the provisions of the law in case 
i ‘ 1 Phe Commi mers would PUSSCES the full s#t itutory 
powers conferred by the Act of 1908. A group of counties would be 
isswigned to each of thenf. and they would be stationed in such town 
r places as the President might from time to time select. ‘Their 


ippointment would be of a permanent character. In some districts 
would be stationed to assist the Commissioners. The Presi- 
dent had submitted proposals to the Treasury to enable them to press 
forward the organisation of agricultural co-operative societies, 
especially credit and insurance societies, for the purpose of meeting the 
requirements of small holders 


pectors 


The elaborate judgments delivered in the Court of Appeal by the 
Lords Justices Vaughan Williams, Buckley, and Kennedy in Whitehorn 


Brothers v. Davison (1911, 1 K. B. 463) decide, says the Law Quarterly 
Review, a new and important point as to the rights of a third party 
quiring for value goods which have been obtained by fraud, such ax 


to make the contracts with the original owner voidable, but not such 
to amount to larceny by a trick. If the transfer for value takes 
place before the seller has elected to avoid the contract, the burden 
f proof is on him to show that the third party was not a purchaser 
good faith as well as fo ilue; and without proving this he cannot 
laim the goods. Such is the common law, and the ambiguous, o1 
rather neitral, language of section 23 of the Sale of Goods Act ha: 
t alte | it Phe decision appears to be in accordance with the line 
der uthorities and with the prin iple which underlies them. Since: 

vas valid until rescinded, a purchaser deriving title from 
the first buyer before it is rescinded is not to be presumed to have pu 
hased otherwise than in good faith. Another point on which the court 
expressed a clear opinion, but which they held not necessary for the 
decision in the circumstances, was that when possession coupled with a 
nditional power to deal with the property of which the ‘‘sale or 
return ’’ contract is a regular example) is transferred to a person who 
it the time has a fraudulent intention, that person obtains the goods 
by fraud, and the fraud may amount to the offence of obtaining good: 
hy false pretences, but he does not commit the offence of larceny by a 


the 1 at sale 


trick 
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Sir M. D. Chalmers writes to the 7'imes, under the head of ‘‘ The | 


Transformation of the Criminal Law,’’ to point out that while (as 
pointed out in an article in the 7imes) in the United States philan- 


thropic opinion has almost given up the idea of punishing the criminal, 
and is concentrating all its forees on his reformation, there has 
just occurred a curious practical commentary on the new gospel. In 
Kentucky a negro was accused (rightly or wrongly) of murdering a 


white man A mob seized him and carried him to the Opera House, 
where he was tied to a post mn the centre of the stage. His captors 


then took seats in the auditorium, and at a given signal fired, shooting 
the wretched negro dead It seems,””’ he adds, as if in the United 
States, as elsewhere, practice lags rather in the rear of advanced theory. 
I have no doubt that the laws of Kentucky contain admirable provi- 
sions for indeterminate sentences and other reformatory methods. But 
where laws are in advance of average publi opinion, there is always 
the danger of their being supplemented by the ‘wild justice’ of 
Judge Lynch, and then, as often as not, it is the wrong man who gets 
lynched. The case I have cited carries a moral with it which is not 
confined to the United States In our laudable anxiety to reform the 
offender we are apt to forget that the punishment of a criminal has two 
othe purposes to serve imely, (1) to deter othe people from com 
mitting similar offences nd (2) to satisfy the average public sense of 
justice, so that men may seek the protection of the law instead of 
taking the law into their own hands 
— | 

RoyaL EXcHANG ASSURANCE CORPORATION The directors have 
devided to recommend a dividend of 6 per cent free of income tax 
making 10 per cent for the vear 1910 


‘* Merlin on Interpleader in the High Court and County Courts.” 
By S. P. J. Merlin, Barrister-at-Law. Price 6s, Butterworth & Co., 
Bell-yard, W.C, [ADvVT ] 








Royan Navan Cottece, Osporne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer” (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. | 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated | 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook 
street, London, W. [Apvrt.] 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


| 
Rota ov Reatsraans is ATTENDANCE Ow | 
Euernosvoy <Arrrat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 


Date, Rota. No, 2. Jovon. Swixraw Eavy. 
Monday, May 1! Mr Goldschmidt Mr Greswell Mr Church Mr Beal | 
Tuesday .. — Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswe! | 
Wednesday $ Church Synge Bloxam Goldechmidt 
Thursday . ‘ Theed Charch Farmer Synge 
Friday . 5 Bloxam Theed Leach Church 
Saturday 6 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 

Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Just.ce Mr, Justice 

Date. Wanrainoros. Nevitvs. Pauxes. Eve, 
Monday, May 1 Mr Farmer Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Borrer 
Tuesday ... 2 Leach Church Farmer Beal 
Wednesday $ Borrer Theed Leach Greswel) 
Thursday........ 4 Beal sloxam Borrer Goldschmidt 
Friday ... “ © Greswel! Borrer Beal Synge 
Saturday .. 6 Goldschmidt Leach Greawell Charch 





EASTER SITTINGS, 1911. 


COURT, OF APPEAL. | On Thursday, the'27th of; April, the fol 
lowiog Appeal from the Palatioe Court — 


Arreat Count I. 3 Agnew and ors v Andrew, Knowles & 


Exparte Applications and Appeals from | Sons, Ld appl of defis from judgt of 
the King’s Bench Division (Interlocu- | The Vice-Coancellor of the Counfy 
tory List) will be in the Taperforbear- | Palatine of Lancaster (sst down Dec, 22 
ing on April 26th. | 1910) 


will be in the Paper. 


Notice of other Basinexs to be taken will 


Appeals in the Final and New Trial List | 
| be aunoanced in the Daily Cause List. 


will be taken on Wednesday, April 26th, 
and continued in this Court. 


Other Business will be taken from time to 
ame, as announced in the Daily Cause | HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Ast. | y onEeEw a 

—— CHANCERY DIVISION, 

On Tuesday, 26th April, Interlocutory Lwep Quascenton’s bine wie 
Appeals (including Tue Orystal Palace Mn. Justice JOYCE. 

Co. La—Fox v The Company) will be Except when other Business is advertised 
taten in this Court, Subject to sach in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
interlocutory Appeals, the following Witnesses wil! be taken throughout the 
Final) Appeal from the Probate Bittings. 

Division — 

2 Simmons, Nellie Florence vy Simmons, 
Arthur Leonard appl of petitioner, 
N. F. Simmons, from order of The 


Cuanceny Court I. 
Mr. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 


President (set down Feb. 3, 1911) | Except when other Business is advertised 

in the boy Cause List Mr,’ Justice 
M will take Actions with 

ythr ug ou th Sittings | 


and some of the Final |Appeals from the 
Ohancery Division at the head of the Swinfon Ea 
Printed Bittings List will be taken, ' Witnesses dai 
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| Wednesday 26; 


| Wednesday 3} 
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Cuaycery Court IV. 
Mr. Justice PARKER. 


During these sittings Mr. Justice Parker 
wul not (except under special circum 
stances) sit on Saturdays, but'on th 

Friday ..... 28... Mots and non-wit list o her days of the week he wil! sit .:!/ 

og ) Sht caas, pets, and non - 4,30 p.m. instead of till4p.m. Actions 

Satorday .. 29) ligt with witnesses will be ihen daily ex. 

Monday,May 1...8itting in chambers cept when other business is advertised 

Tuesday ... 2...Fur con and Non-wit list 


Caaycery Covar II. 
Ma. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Tues, April 25...Mots an i non-wit li.t 


Thursday ...27 \ Non-wit list 


Thursday ... 4} Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 5.. Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday .. 6 )}Sht cars, pets, and non- 


Kixo's Bencu Cover. 
Mr. Justice EVE. 


§ wit list i125...M - t 
Monday . ... 8 ..Sitting in chambers Wedueolay >. _— - wo — 
Tuesday . 9 Farcn and non-w-t list Thursday ...27 } Noa-wit list 
Wednesday 10} Non-wit list Friday ..... 28...Mots and non-wit list 
Thursday...11 } | (| Liverpool and Mancix «ter 
Friday ..... 12 . Mots ani non-wit list Saturday . 29, b siness 


Saturday ,,.19/ Sht caus, pets,andnom- won, May 1.. Sitting in chambers 


( wit list 3 
Monday... . 15...Sitting in chambers Tuesday ... oe een 
Tuesday .. 16. Far con, and non-wit list Wednesday 3 N be 
Wedcesday 17 2 Non-wit list Thursday 4 { Non-wit list 
Thursday ...18 § Friday 5...Mots and non-wit list 
Friday ......19...Mots and non-wit list Saturday ... 6 “No sitting 


Saturday ...20} a eae pets, and non- Monday .... 8 Sitting in chambers 
ot, . Sht x » ‘ 
Monday......22.. Sitting in chambers Taesday ... 9 ; ee far cons and 


Taesday ...23,..Fur con, and non-wit list yr > : 
Wednesday 241 1. wit tin: “ eee © } Non-wit list 
Thursday ,,.25 | Non-wit list : : > ‘ 
Frida Friday ......12...Mots and non-wit list 
riday .,,...26...Mots and non-wit list § Manchest dL ¢ 
8h Satarday .. 13), Sncnesterand Liverpo 
Saturday .. 27 f t cans, pets, and non- ~ 49 + business 


wit list 5... 8itting i 
Monday..,...29 . Sitting in chambers —— ) Sht on, oy cons 
Tuesday  ...80...Fur con, and non-wit list Tuesday ...16 | and non-wit list 
Wednesday 31...Non-wit list Wednesday 17) ~ 
Thurs., June 1...Motions Thursday .. 18 } Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 2...Remaining matters | Friday ......19...Mote and non-wit list 


, | Satarday ..20 No sitting 
Any cause intended to be heard as a short Monday .. 22. Sitting in chambers 
cause must be so marked in the cause Tuesd. 23 ) Sat Caus, pets, far cons 
book at least one clear day before the uesday + £9) and non-wit list 
same can put in the paper to be Wednesday 24} ~ - 
so heard. The necessary ond in- Thursiay “ a5 ; Non-wit list 
o— = copies of the minutes of Friday sooo 8. Mots and non-wit list 
@ prope judgment or order, must . ~ § Liverpool and Manchester 
be left with the judge’s clerk one clear Saturday .. 27 { business 
ae hn ny the cause is to be put into Monday .. 29. sme in chambe s 
© paper. Sht caus, pets, fur co 
Tuesday ...30 { and son-wis lint 
. Wednesday 31...Mots and non-wit list 
N.B.—The following paperson further con- | Thurs., Jane 1} N it li 
sideration are required for the use of the Friday ...... 25° on-wit Het 
judge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 
the Fopesed judgusent or order, 1 copy On Monday to Fri’ay inclusive, in tho 
pleadings, and 1 copy master's certificate, weeks ending May 6th and May 191h, 
which must be left in court with the the Court will sit until 4.30 p.m, 
judge's clerk one clear day before the 
further consideration is ready tu come Any cause intended to be heard as a sh 
into the paper. cause must be so marked in the ca 
book at least one clear day before th 
same can be put in the paper to bx 
heard, Two copies of minutes of the pro 
posed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in th 


Cuaycery Cover III. 


Ma. Justice NEVILLE. 





The basiness of this Court (except when paper. In defaule the cause will not v 
otherwise advertised) will be taken as put in the paper. 
follows :— | 
| Mondays .........Sitting in chambers | N.B.—The following papers on farther 
Tuesdays .........00's Acts and non-wit list | sideration are required for the use ot t! 
Wednesdays ...Fur con and non-wit list Judge, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of 
Thursdeys |.....Non-wit list the proposed order, 1 copy pleadings, 1 
Fridays...... Mots, sht caus, pets, and c py judgment, a:.d 1 copy master’s cert: 


; : non-wit list 

There will be no sitting on Saturdays; 
the Court will sit from 10.15 to 4.16 
other days, 


ticate, which mast bo left in court with 
ras 





the judgs’s cierk one clear day 
the farthor consideration is rea’l) 
come into the paper. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1911. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from t 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DLVORCI 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORUCI 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIE 
COURTS. 


(General List.) 


1910. 
In re John Me F ex " dex Mi Fee v | onuer and ors (by on 
action) Edwards and anr v Toner and ors (bv order ‘py 


pltffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 9, 1910, and «1 
notice by some of the defts, dated Oct 8, 1910, and further ce: 
notice by defendant, E Ramsey, dated Oct 6, 1910, part heard 
over for enquiry—leave to apply) July 3 


1911. 


King v The Medway (Upper) Navigation Co and ors appl of | 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Oct 27, 1910 (s o not befor 
Aug 1) Jan 2 

Haynes, on behalf, &c, Southwark Borough Market vy Ford appl of 
pitff from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Dec 21, 1910 Feb 3 














‘ker 
™m 


OLa 
ex 
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Fauntleroy v Beebe and anr appl of T S Simmonds from order of | Probate Swan v Swan and ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
: | PI I 


Mr Justice Warrington, dated Dec 21, 1910 Feb 3 
In re Rowlands, dec Morgan v Davies appl of pitff from order of 
Mr Justice Eve, dated Nov 25,1910 Feb & 


In re Baxter's Trusts Malling v Addison and ors appl of deft, | 


Loundes, from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated Oct 21, 1910 
Feb 13 

West v Gwynne appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
Jan 31, 1911 Feb 22 

In re Beebe, dec Beebe v Beebe and ors appl of deft from order of 
Mr Justice Warrington, dated Jan 23, 1911 Feb 27 

Stepney Spare Motor Wheel ld v The Hall Spare Motor Wheel Id 
appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Feb 23 
1911 March 1 

Stepney Spare Motor Wheel Id v Hall appl of deft from order 
Mer Justice Warrington, dated Feb 23, 1911 March 1 

In re W T Buxton, dec, and In re The Public Trustee Act appl of 
E J) Capon from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Feb 20, 1911 
March 3 
The Carshalton Urban District Council v Burrage appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Fel 22, 1911 (produce order 
March 6 

In re Robinson, dec Clarkson vy Robinson and ors appl of deft. 
Levene, from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Oct 19, 1910 
March 6 

In re Sir E H K Lacon’s Will Lacon v Lacon appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Jan 28, 1911 March 8 

In re Thomas Pryce Lawford v Pryce appl of deft from order of 
Mr Justice Parker, dated Feb 22, 1911 March 8 

Monckton v The Gramophone Co ld appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Dec 6, 1910 March 10 

Shannon v Middleton appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Neville, 
dated Jan 30, 1911 March 11 

In re Meyer, dec Mever and ors v Mever and ors appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Eve, dated Dee 7, 1910 March 11 

In re H L Puxley’s Settlement Stevenson v Waller and ors appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated March 2, 1911 
March 16 

Lake & Elliett ld v Rotax Motor Accessories Id appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Jan 26, 1911 March 17 

In re William Shakespeare, dee Garland vy Mountford and anr_ app! 
of deft from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated March 3, 1911 
March 18 

Dolton v Field appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated 
March 6, 1911 March 20 

Rice v Westlake appl of applts from order of Mr Justice Parker, 
dated Feb 21, 1911 March 28 
Andrews v The Urban District Council of Abertillery appl of pltff 
from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated March 3, 1911 April 3 

Trehearne v Hart & Dalton appl of applts from order of Mr Justice 
Neville, dated Feb 16, 1911 April 5 

Claudius Ash Sons & Co Id v The Invicta Manufacturing Co ld appl 
of defts from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated March 8, 1911 
April 5 

Robinson & Roads v Beaconsfield Urban District Council appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 15, 1911 April 7 

In re The Earl of Sheffield, dec Ryde v Bristow appl of deft, 
M S Attenborough, from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated March 
10, 1911 April 11 

In re Sir John Pollard Willoughby, Bart, dee Willoughby v Deceies 
appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated March 29, 1911 
April 12 
FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 

DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1911. 

Garwood v Garwood appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Eve, 
dated March 10, 1911 (produce order) March 15 

In re The Companies Acts The Crystal Palace Co ld Fox v The 
Company appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, 
dated March 8, 1911 March 21 

In re The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and In re The British 
American Skate Co ld appl of T J Garlick from order of Mr Jus 
tice Neville, dated March 15, 1911 March 30 

Kirsopp and ors v Highton and ors appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Parker, dated March 31, 1911 (produce order) April 4 

In re Mary Hodgson, dec Stork v Whittaker appl from refusal of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 10, 1911 April 13 

FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1911. 

Simmons, Nellie Florence v Simmons, Arthur Leonard appl of 
Petitioner N F Simmons from order of The President, dated Jan 
16, 1911 Feb 3 

(New Trial Paper.) 

Probate In the Matter of Jane Roberts, dec M Lovatt (widow) v 
W P Jones & E Williams appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, at trial before Mr Justice Coleridge 
and a common jury, Carnarvon, dated Jan 19, 1911 Feb 11 


| 
‘ 


on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 3, 1911, at trial before 

The President and a special jw April 15 
FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 

(Final List.) 
1910. 

Agnew and ors v Andrew Knowles & Sons ld app! of defts from judgt 
of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated 
Dec 2, 1910 Dee 22 

1911, 

In re Sir Alfred L. Jones, dec Williams v Attorney-Gen appl of deft 
from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lan 
caster, dated Feb 20, 191L Mar 23 


PROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION 
In Bankruptey ) 


In re A Debtor (expte the petitioning creditors) No 20 of 1910) from 
an order of the Divisional Court (Phillimore and Horridge, JJ) 
dated the 3rd April 1911, allowing the debtor's apy al, ve cinding 
the Receiving Order and dismissing the petition with costs, &« 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION 
Final and New Trial List.) 
1910, 


Macgregor v Peet and Peet v Macgregor and anr appl of deft from 
judgt of Mr. Comm: Parfitt, K.C., without a jury, Leicester, dated 
Feb 11, i910 (s « liberty to apply) Mar 2 

Hagg v Ladoga Id appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 27, 1910 (s 0 to be mentioned) 

Kent v Fittall (case 1) appl of G J Petherbridge from judgt of the 
Divisional Court, dated Nov 8, 1910 Nov 22 Same v Same (case 2) 
appl of T H Geary from judgt of the Divisional Court, dated Nov 8, 
1910 (s 0) Nov 22 

Sanguinetti v Bernicey appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Chan 
nell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 5, 1910 (Receiving Order 
made against deft) Dec 23 

Wigglesworth (Suppliant) v The King appl of suppliant from judat of 
Mr Justice Channell, dated Dec 16, 1910 (special case) Dec 23 (s o 
for Attorney-Gen) 

Ranson v Platt appl of plttf from judgt of Justices Darling and Buc k 
nill, dated Dec 17, 1910 Dee 23 

Smith v Martin and ors appl of pltt® from judgt of Mr Justice Law 
rance and a special jury, York, dated Dec 21, 1910 Dec 30 Same 
Same appln of deft Martin for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 21, 1910, at trial before Me Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury, York 

Wilkes v Spooner and anr app! of deft Spooner from judgt of Mi 
Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dee 16, 1910 
Dec 30 

Salts v Syms and anr appl of deft Battersby from judet 
Darling and Bucknill, dated Dec 12, 1910 Jan 3 

Holcombe and anr v Ramsay app! of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated Dec 20, 1910 Jan 3 

Bower Bros v Chapel-en-le-Frith Rural District Council appl of pltffs 
rom judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, without a jury, West Riding, 
dated Dee 21, 1910 Jan 11 

Cowan v The ‘ Era” Id *appin of pltff for judgt or new erial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 13, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 
Scrutton and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 21 

In re The Agricultural Holdings Act Dalton and ors v Pickard appl 
of landlords from judgt of Deputy Judge Finley, Canterbury County 
Court, dated Jan 10, 1911 Jan 27 

West v West appln of deft for judgt or new trail on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Jan 18, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 
and a special jury Jan 27 

In re the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908 Arbuckle (Tenant) v Raikes 
(Landlord) appl of tenant from Deputy Judge Finley, Canterbury 
County Court, dated Jan 10, 1911 Jan 28 , 

Brittian v Butcher app] of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Rid 
without a jury, Cambridge, dated Jan 14, 1911 Jan 29 

Clayton v Le Roys and Fils appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justic« 
Scrutton, dated Jan 24, 1911 Jan 31 

Gillow and ors v County Council of Durham appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated Nov 2, 1910 Jan 31 

Hirachand Punamchand and ors Temple appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, dated Jan 13, 1911 Jan 31 

Surlanly v Diprose appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 16, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 
\ T Lawrence and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 1] 

In re The Arbitration Act, lbo0¥, and In re an Arbitration between 
C Hanan and L Elrlich appl of pitt? from judgt of Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence (special case), dated Jan 21, 1911 Feb 4 

In re The Arbitration Act, 1889, and In re an Arbitration between 
The Secretary of State for War and H J Van Laun appl of the 
Assignee in Bankruptcy from judgt of Mr Justice A T 
dated Jan 24, 1911, spec ial case Feh 7 

Carmichael v The Stonwod Fireproof Flooring Co Id appl of pltf 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Jan 28, 1911 Feb 8 ; git 


of Justices 


Lawrence, 
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Lennie Davis Id and am 


Durlaches ay pl of deft from jud st of Mi (sregory Watson Steam hip Co ld and ors appln of ptf for ju 
Justice Bankes, dated Di 12, 1910, without a jury, Middlesex or trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 20, 191 
Feb 9 at trial before Mr Justice A T Lawrence and a common jury, L 
Macalister v Steadman appln of deft fer judgt or new trial on app) pool March 8 . 
from verdict and jud dated Jan 30, 1911. at trial before My song Baines and anr appln of pltff in person for judgt or new 
Justice Bucknill and a sy i] jury, Middlesex Feb 13 on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 1, 1911, at trial | 
W Tyler ld v Greenwich Cinema de Luxe ld appl of defts from judgt Mr Justice Pickford and a common jury, Middlesex March 9 
of Mr Ju tice Buckni thout a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 21 Coleman Twining appln of deft in person for judgt or new 
911 Feb 13 on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 25, 1911, at trial bet 
Pildesle; Owen ‘pp! ae | tf from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, Mr Justice Lush and a common jury, Middle ‘ March 10 
without a jury Angle se lated Feb 4, 1911 Feb 14 The American Thread Co ld v Joyce (Surveyor of Taxes) ppl 
: haplin Hic! ppin f deft for judgt or me trial on appl from applts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton Revenue Sid i 
verdict and judat lated Feb 1911 it trial before M? Justice Feb 15 1911. March 13 
Pickford and a common jur Middlesex Feb 15 Skene v Thomas appln of pltff for jud ri rial on ay 
Liverpool Corpn rh \ ent Committee of the Chorl ty erdi 1 jud d d Feb 22, 1911 t trial befor Mr J 
nd or ppl of appellants from judgt of The Lord Chief Ju Pickford | mmon jury, Midd March 14 
andl Just Hamilt 1 A dated Jan 1901 nde ' Duke I (seneral Steam Navigat ( | ry f pie fr 
' respet lated Bs Keb 16 of Mr J tice Ridl dated Feb 21, 1911 March 15 
messn sam IK lotor | ‘ ; I r jue Goslit The Mayor, & f the Metropolitan Borough of H 
new trial ! I ra i Th i | If ii nD siti f ] tidley ane lanne! ‘ 
trial before Mr JJ Cole ive and ! I Midd Aes Volt ‘Mes 1 ae a « 
oe gf ; Anglo-( tinental, & ( | do MeCreath & Sons apy 
onk \¥ ephsor & Co appl of defts from let of Mr Just pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middl 
serutton, in Chamber dated Feb 3, 1911 Keb 1 dated Jan 19. 1911 March 17 ‘ 
Davis v Henderson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phill Stra Spillers & B ' | appl of defts from judgt of Mr J 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 21, 1910 Feb 20 Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 21, 1911 Mar 
Hutchins Bros Royal | e Asace ay f pitfis from Ridwell Reed ppin of deft for judgt or new trial on app 
of Mr Justice Scrutt hout a j Midd lated Jan 30 verdict and judgt, dated March 7, 1911, at trial before Mr J 
git Feb 21 Piillimore and a special jury, Middlesex March 21 
Billericay Rural Dist: ‘ ! Poplar ( Hal nd ant ppl Marshall The Licensing Justices of the East Casle Ward P 
of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Ch it a jury, Mid se mal Division of the County of Northumberland appl of apy 
| dlesex, dated Jan 20. 1911 by l fro ler f the Lord ( f J ind Justices Hamilt 
H Thomas Barker im ommfant) b brederi I} next friend \ r d Jan 19, 191 Keb 1 n before May 13) 
Herbert ippin of pitt! tor judgt or new tr ppl from erdi Ihe I Monotype Corpn Id Ander 1 (Surveyor of 7 
nd jud t, dated Feb 11 1911 t trial hef \lr Justice Lush ippl of applts fr 1 jud f Mr Ji Hamilton (Reve es 
{ mmon jury, Midd Feb 23 dated Feb 15, 1911 March 22 
Mowats Id Hud Rr ld appl of defts fron lot of Me Justi: \lahone R Jol ld ! deft for judgt or n 
Darlin thout a ju \\ hester, dated Feb 9. 1911 Feb 23 py ! ver t | ad | March 1 1911, it trial | 
Stoddart v Union Trust Id ppin of pltff for det or new trial Mr J AT! pay “ Se he ee Ls os 
ippl f erdict and judgt, dated Feb 4, 1911, at l before Mr | | ape v Vonw ppl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ses 
Py rom ver ! tri fou arr liddl ted Ma 14,1911 March 23 
Justice Bucknill and pe L Middl keh 23 with jul M 
Attor? ( I} Cy] n R Co py I deits trom 
Cubitt Harding ppl of deft from judgt of M J Rid Mer J | . | 1, , 1 March 16, 1911 (s . 
out jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 19, 1910 Fel ‘a4 ~ 1 
Bright Bright ippl f applt fi 1 judygt | i ( \ th Fastern J ( ppln plt fi r iudyt 1 
of Passa dated Jan 1 1911 Keb 24 npl : } | , lated Mi h 7. 1911 
Webb v Grundler and or ppl | clett \ f nal 1 diy hetor Mir .J H ria { j il purs York Mar 
Co ld for judyt r we trin ppl from ! | } ] Wat i , Dy i ft I dat om trial on | 
Feb 15, 1911, at trial before Me JJ Pickfor | rd 1 jud | 1 Mareh 21, 1911 t t | before \ j 
jury, Middlesex Feb 25 I ' nd 7 ! Midd March 28 
Ratt v Metropolitan Water Board appl of defts fi f J SI | M i Ry ¢ 1 James R. Howard appln of 
Ridley and Avory, dated Feb 14, 1911 Feb for judgt or trial iD rom verdict and judgt, dated Kel 
Duffield Schneltz & C ippl f defta from hort ir J 1911 t ] re Mr .Just Darl | i special jury, Midd 
Channell, without a jury, Middl dated Dec 15,1910 M Mat ) : 
7 Wilsor Sy | appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bu 
Ames v Whitemar ppin f pitff nd « 1 } f witkent » tuaw. Wiad dated March 22. 1911 March 31 
for judgt or ne w tr il oF ppl from re let. dated Fel 22 ene rl Holt Br Age 1 appln of defts for judat or 
1911, at trial bel " Mr ust rid , trial yr tr » verdict na pudaet, dated March 22, 1911, it tr 
dlesex March 1 bef Mr Justice Bray | pecial jury, Birmingham April | 
Leach & Co ld v Roy il Mail Steam Packet ¢ spp i pittis trom Clements vi U1 Motor Cab Co Id i n of defts for judgt ! 
judgt of Mr Justice Channell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 30, 1911, at 11 
Dec 13, 1910 March 1 oteee Me Sus Cirantham and a special jurv. Middlesex Apr 
The Glasgow Assce Corpn Id mondson & Co appl of pltffs from In the Matter of an Issue | n Corfield and King Farlow apy 
judgt of Mr Justice Scrutt without a ry Middlesex, dated pitf fro Mr .J t thout t Midd 
Feb 20, 1911 March 2 ited M 11 I 
Hebert v Royal Society of Med ind ors appl of pltff from dgt In the matter of the I Building A 1894 nd In the Matt 
of Mr Justice Darling, without irv, Middlese ited Jan 12, 1911 of an Ar! nt London, Gloucestershire and North H. : 
March 3 Dairv ¢ ind Morl La l and o appIn of deft f mv 
Peugniez v Lievre uppl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice A judd f Just Phill ! i Banl dated March 21, 191 
without a jury, Newcasth mnee hte 25, 1011 MM h 5 | M .¢ Blacl inp! of pltff m judg f Just Ridley and (1 
Halex v London General Omnibus Co ld appln of pitff for judge B* Manche 10, 1911 April 5 
or new trial on ppl trom ee flict and J vdgt dated Feb 10, 11 Hf kins \ Muff and rs - pin of deft lor judgt or new trial on at 
at trial before Mr Justice Pickford and a common jury, Middlesex ““¢ron verdict and judgt, dated March 24, 1911, at trial before } 
March 3 Tustice Avory and a special jury, Leed April 5 
Routledge and ors v Canadian Pacific Ry Co apy l of defts from Cunis McKnight apt In of deft for judgt on ‘new trial on appl f 
judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb verdict and judgt, dated March 29, 1911. at trial before Mr Ji 
27, 1911 March 4 Darling and a special jury Middlesex April 6 
Blake v Fenner and ors appln of defts for judgt or new trial Société Coloniale Auversoise and an London and Brazilian B 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 24, 1911, at trial before Mr pol of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without 


Middlesex March 6 
es Ridley and A 


Justice Coleridge and a common 

Roberts v Oates appl of deft from judgt of Just 
dated Feb 18, 1911 March 6 

The Deddington Steamship Co ld v The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue appl of applits from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenw 
Side), dated Feb 8, 1911 March 7 

Duke of Northumberland v Commrs of Inland 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), 
1911 March 7 

Leeds Corpn and anr v Sugden (Surveyor of Taxes) 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), 
1911 March 7 


jury, 


> 
revenue 


appl of respt 
dated Feb 16, 


appl of applts 
dated Feb 14, 








Marcel 1911 April 6 
appln of deft for 
dated March 23, 1911, at trial befor 
Middlesex April 6 

ld and Illingworth appin « 
il on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
fore Mr. Justice Lawran ind a special jury, 


dated 24 
French 
ind judgt, 
and a common jury, 


Middlesex 
Kingsmill 
verdict 
Pickfor ] 
David Allen 
new tri 
at trial | 
April 6 
Lundie v Thoma 


new trial on apr 
Ml J 


det oF 


f deft f 
Mare h 
Mi 


ind Son rs Vv 


and ors appl of defis from judgt of Mr Justice ¢ 


\y 


ridge, without a jury, Cardiff, and cross-notice by respt, dated 
13, 1911, dated March 10, 1911 
| Salmo v Barrasford Id 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated March 21, 1911 


April 7 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton 
April 7 
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Colden Manufacturing ( Co ld v Carrington & Dewhurst ld appln of ; Buxton v Smith act 


defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 


March 11, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 


jury, Salford April 7 


Hughes v Provincial Motor Cab Co id 
Leeds, dated March 28, 1911 
pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 


Mr Justice Avory, special jury, 
McRae v Penman appln ie 


trantham and a common 


appl of defts from judgt of 
April 11 


verdict and judgment, dated April 5, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 


Lawrance and a special jury, 
Mead v Ball 
out a jury, Middlesex 
Longton v Winwick Asylum 


Grantham, without a jury, Manchester, dated April 1, 1911 
Ridgill v Lord Shrewsbury and anr 
without a jury, 


Justice Scrutton, 
April 13 


Middlesex 
appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, with 
x, dated Feb 16, 1911 
appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 


April 12 
April 12 
April 13 


appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Middlesex, dated April 4, 1911 


(To be contwinued,) 


HIGH COURT OF . JU STIC E 


—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


EASTER SITTINGS, 1911. 
Notices Revatinc to THE CHaNncery Cavse Last. 
Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 


in the Easter Sittings Paper. 
Mr. Justice Joyce. 


the sittings. 
Mr. Justice Swinren Fapy. 
tised in the Daily 


Cause List, Mi 


Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, actions with witnesses will be taken daily throughout | 


Except when other business is advei 
Justice Swinfen Eady will sit fo 


the disposal of His Lordship’s Witness List daily throughout the 


sittings. 
Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. 


Except when other business is advertised 
Justice Warrington will take his business 


as announced in the Easter Sittings Paper. 


Mr. Justice Nevitte will take 


Easter Sittings Paper. 
Mr. Justice PARKER. 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. 


Except when other 
Justice Parker will sit for the disposal of 


his business as announced in the 


business is advertised in 


His Lordship’s Witness List daily (except Saturdays) throughout the 


sittings. 


Mr. Justice Ever will take his business as announced in the Easter 


Sittings Paper. 
Liverpool and 


Manchester Business.—Mr. 


Justice Eve will take 


Liverpool and Manchester business on Saturdays, the 29th April and the 


13th and 27th May. 


Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice WARRINGTON, 


Mr. Justice Nevirite and Mr. 


Justice Eve will sit in Court every 


Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 
Summonses adjourned into Court and non-witness actions will be heard 


by Mr. 
Eve. 
Notice 


Justice WarRINGTON, Mr. 


Justice Nevitte and Mr. Justice 


witH REFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY Witness Lists. 


During the Easter Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of 


witness actions as follows : 


Mr. Justice Joyce will take the Witness List for Joyce and Evr, JJ 
Mr. Justice Swryren Eapy will take the Witness List for Swinren 


Eapy and Nevitie, JJ. 


Mr. Justice Parker will take the Witness List for WarrincTon and 


Parker, JJ. 


CHANCERY CAUSES FOR 


Triat oR HEARING. 


Set down to April 12, 1911. 


Before Mr. Justice JOYCE. 
Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Chester, dec The Haber 
dashers Co v Lancaster adjd 


sumns pt hd 
Knill v Demergue adjd sumns 
pt hd 


In re Greenhalgh, dec Squire v 
Greenhalgh adjd sumns 

Edmondson v_ Copland adjd 
sums pt hd 

In re Ann Fish, dec 
Weils adjd sumns 

Lillington v Capern 

In re Alton Newbolt v 
adjd sumns 

In re Lady 
hd 

In re French 
French Brewster v 
adjd sumns 


Causes for Trial (With Witnesses). 

Mayor, & of Lincoln v Kitching 
act 

In re Treherne Treherne v Tre 
herne act (not before Trinity 
Sittings) 

Bastard v Horton act, counter- 
claim and m for j (s o until 
affidavit filed) 


Couldwell v 


adjd sumns 
Alton 


Annaly’s Trusts pt 


Brewster, dec 
Watson 


Cheston v The Misses Amherst 


act 

In re Marler, dec Curzon v Mar 
ler act 

Hall v Little act (not before 
May 1) 


In re Riley, dee 
ld v Riley act 

Thomas v Mayor, etc., 
von act 

Grabowsky v Maikop Pipe Line 
& Transport Co Id act (not 
before May 1) 

Russell v Woollaston act 

Appleby v_ Pickett act and 
counter-claim 

Vidal Dyes Syndicate ld v Read. 
Holliday & Sons ld act (not 
before May 1) 

Kynoch Id v Rowlands act 

Francis v Francis act 

Godsal v Kirby & Ayscough act 

Jackson's Boilers ld v The Four 
ness Lamp Co act 

Solomon v George Attenborough 
& Son act 

In re C H Collins, dec 
Collins act 

Tahourdin v Livesay act 

In re C H Hignett, dec Hignett 
v Hignett act and m for j 


Willer & Riley 
of Abera 


Collins v 


| Grose & Stocker v West of Eng 


| Burghes v His Majesty’s Attor 


Henderson v Spanish Syndicate 


Abdy v Abdy act and ors (s o generally) 


Day v » Powell act 
In re Marie Newen, dec 
v Carruthers act { 
Hunt v Hopton act and counter 
| 
| 


Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Ind, Coope & Co ld Fisher 
The Company Knox v Same 
Arnold v Same adjd sumns 
(s o ge nerally) 


Smiles 


claim 
Pearson v Aspinall act and 
counter-claim 
Vouier v Harris act 
Gray v Warrener_ act 


Adjourned Summonses. 
In re P Collings, a Solr, and in 
re Taxation of Costs adjd 


sums (Ss 0) 


Before Mr. Justice SwiINFEN In re Saunders’ Patent Launch 

Faby. Building Syndicate ld Metro 

Retained Adjourned Summons politan Bank (of Kngland and 
In re G W Veness Reddell v Wales) Id v Ihe Syndicate 


adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Charles Pawley, dec Paw 
ley v Pawley adjd sumns. pt 
hd (s o liberty to apply) 

In re Sir John Gaspard, dee In 
re Le Marchant’s Settlement 
Le Marchant v Le Marchant 
adjd sumns 

In re Geo Tunley, dee 
Howard adjd sumns 

In re Robert Nicholson, dec Pub 
lic Trustee v Nicholson adjd 

Co suinns 

In re J Poco k. dex 
Pocock adjd sumns 

In re John R W Hildyard, dee 
Hildyard v Burdon 

Electric In re Hildyard Settled Estates 

j | In re The Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890 adjd sumns (s © 
not before May 15) 

In re Bedford's Settlement Trusts 

Townsend v_ Bedford adjd 

sums 
re Philipp 


Schworm Vv 


Veness adjd sumns and motn 
Frazer v Frazer 


Causes for Trial(With Witnesses 

Encinillas Mines Id v Anglo 
American Syndicate act 
Escott v Escott act (s o not 
be fore May 1) 

In re Stocker West of England 
China Stone and Clay Co Id v 
Grose act (not before May 15) 


Tunley v 


land China Stone and Clay 
ld act (not before May 15) 
Horley v Hamel act (s o) 
Basden v Hooley motn 
Grierson v Joyce act 
British Westinghouse 
Manufacturing Co v Electrica 
Co ld act 
B Muratti, Sons & Co ld v Murad 
Id act In re Ramsay's Trade 
Mark and In re _ the Trade 
Marks Act, 1905 
Smith v Rhodin act 


Francis v 


motn In 


S ms 
and counter Schmidt, de 


Schworm adjd 


claim oie 
Flavel v Terry act and counte epee , 
“I ae . ne . ua CO . In re remple Ss Settlement In m 


1882 to 1890 
adjd sumns 


Settled Land Acts, 


Cardash v Cohen act Temple v Leaver 


Goldman v Grogan act Pakeman v Goodall and ors m f j 
Chancery Division. | In re H Hooker, dec Carpenter 
Court Summons. v Hooker adjd sumns 
London Pure Milk Assoc ld King In re Daniel Gunn, dec tobin 
v London Pure Milk Assoc ld son v Gunn adjd sumns 
In re Charles Harriss, dec In re 


for injunction—with witnesses 


part heard—ordered on April The Trustee Act, 1893 Wilde 


11, 1911, to stand over gene v Harriss adjd sumns 


In re The Estate of Rose Jonas, 


rally) 
dec Phillips v Jonas adjd 
— : "ae Sen a sumns 
Before Mr. Justice WARRINGTON In re H B Bateau, dec Philip v 


Retained Matters. 
Causes for Trial (With Witnesses). 


Forth adjd sumns 


In re FE F Quilter, dec Quilter v 


. Quilter adjd sumns 
n y “_- act pt hd (fixed for Aktien Gesellschaft fur Autogene 
ee ay Aluminium Schweissing v A 
Allport v Williams act pt hd Warden & Co mf j 


(fixed for April 25 after In re Jane Barfoot, dec Beker ¥ 


motns) Sheperd adjd sumns 
In re Otto Herz, dec Rothschild PR. om Vv Wilson's Electric Em 
“ Feldenh se act and pires Id and James Wilson 
counter-claim m fj ‘ 
Motions. In re Sir Robert Peel's Settled 
John Aird & Co v The Tanjong Estates In re The Settled Land 
Pagar Dock Board and Sir Wm Acts, 1882 to 1890 adjd sumns 
Matthews, KCMG (s o gene In re John Strong & Sons Id 


Wilton v The Company m f j 


(To be continucd.) 


rally) 


Windianas Notices. 


London Gazette. —TURSDAY, April 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Liuwrtep te Owanoesy, 

Jaities Liewtina Devetorment Co, Lrp (tw Votunrany Liquipatiox) — Crediters 
are required, on or before May 18, to send their names and acdresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to W. A, Zabell, “ Stonesfield,”’ Worcoster Park, 
Surrey, liquidator 

Caarntas 8. Ratiey, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented April 3, directed to bs heard 
at the Guildhall, Broad at, Bristol, April 28. Treo & Co, Broad “et pl, solors for the 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of Avril 27 

Covomataw Verture Syworcare, Lap (1s Votowrany Ligutpation) — Creditors are 
required, on or before May 26,to rend their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulare of their debts or claims, H T. McConville, liquidator 

Roeagto Evecrraic Co, Lap—Creditors are required, on or before May 390, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. E 
Benthal!, 52, Moorgate st. Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av, solors for the liquidator 





TNT TR RII 


so rn eg? 





en rR wr 








April 29, 1911. 











TH E SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 








London Gazette,—Farpay, April 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuitep 1m Crawcery. 


Ececratcat Snows Co, Lp (rw Votuntany Liqurpatiom)—Creditors are required, 02 
or before May 25, to send their names and adresses, and the particalars of their 
debts or claims, to William George Blakemore, 6, Old Jewry, liquidator 

Grayp Router Saatixve Rivx Co, Lrp (Scarborouch)—Petn for winding up, presented 
April 18, directed to be heard at the Court House, Castle rd, Scarborough, May 2. 
Tasker & Co, Scarborough, « for the petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May i 

Law Seoveiries Sywprcate, Lro—Crecitora are required, on or before Mav 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Frank Davies. Moorgate Station chmbre, Moorfields. Nicholson & Co, Coleman st, 
solors for the liquidator 

Masitow Battarryye Sarr Co, 
send their names and addresses, 


lora 


to 
to 


Lrp — Creditors are required, on or before May 5, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, 


William Lewis, 10, Fenchurch av, dator 

Bavines Investwest awp BayxixG Corrowattox, Lap (iw Vouvnrany Lievrparton) 

Creditors are required, on or before June 24, to send in their names and addresses, 

and particulars of their debts or claims, to James Ball, Corporation st chmbra, 14, 
Sankey et, Warrington, liquidator 

Toverer Paeesvae Licatine Co, Lto—Creditora are reqnired. on or before May 31, 
to send their names and addresses, with the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Robert Stray, 107, Wool Exchange, Coleman st, hqaidator 


London Gaeette.—Tesavay, April 25 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limttep tw Cmamcerey. 

Asrtey Motor axp Ewatnrernine Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented April 21 
directed to be heard May % Dade & Uo, Victoria st, solors for the petners, N« tice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 

' of May 8 

Dueear, Nest & McCoum, Ltp—Creditors sre required, on or before June 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claime, to Charles 


Henty Champness. 103, Cannon et, \idator 
H. G. Smirn, Lrv- Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send their names 


and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Sissons, 
liquidator 
J. B. Beacemons, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 2, to send their 


Dames and addresser,and the particu ars of their debts or claims, to G. Montague 
Whité, 14, Old Jewry chmbra, liquidator 
Mimenat Eerares, Lro-—Creditors sre required, on or before May 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ira Robinson, 
44, Parliament at, Nottingham, bquidator 
Mines Investment Tever, Utp—Creditors are re 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claime, to Ralph 
Nye, 6, Old Jewry, liquidater 
Mousare Ronese Pravtees, Lrp (te Votvswrary Lrevrpatron) Creditors are 
required, onor before May 22, to rend their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claima, to H. T. McConville, iiquidator 
P.R. Reseer Prawrations, Lrp-—Creditors are required, (n or before May 22, to send 
their names and a dresser, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Patteson, Pinners Hall, Austin Friars, liquidator 


jnired, on or before May 31, to send 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
~Faipay, April 7. 


London Ga 
K.C. Syxprcare, Lrp 
Boutrvans, Lrp. 


Fast Coast Morvat Mariyve Ieevrarce Co, Lrp 


Yaemoura ayp East Coast Murvat Mantye Torat Loss Insvrawon Co, Lrv. 
J. Keow & Co, Lip 

New Rvesaraw Ort Co, Lro. 

Attias Teaver, Lrp 

H. A. Wairsen & Co, Lev. 

Becowp Kawsas Layo Co, Lrp, 


W. H. Jounsow & Co, Leo, 

Waites & Ov, Lrv. 

Dre-tae- res, Lro, 

R. J. Panvew, Lr. 

Crry Canrrat Sires, Lev, 

J. 8. Tartor & Co, Lrv. 

Bone & Basraconne, Lrv, 

Writs Warkerrs, Lro 

Daagzisnines, Ltp (Amalgamation). 

Oxreat Lro. 

Ontsnotm’s Rarrp Fitine Systems, Lp, 
London Gazette,—Tugspar, April 11, 


Kastnovrvs Contaer, Lr. 
Rovrat Horet Co, (Buxron), Lev. 
Mexnoxroven Gaanp Rottxe Rixx Co, Lrp. 
Berrisn Lieative Devetorment Co, Lrp 
Masion Battantrye Sure Co, Lrv. 
Lasp, Buriorse anno Invaeerwantr Co, Lrv, 
Cruactow Patace or Vauteries awp Sxatine Rix«, Leap (Reconstruction) 
Powsr Pvatmentmve Co, Lro. 
Domus Orn Company or Wromtne, Lrp. 
Groner Coverpate, Lr. 
Peren Scuorie.p, Leo, 
Torrsr & Co, Lap. 
N.P. Syxprcate, Lrv. 
Tomas Howes, Lrv. 
Yorxsaine Laxp anv Brriptiwas Co, Lrp, 
London Gasette.—Farpay, April 14, 
Agtiricrat Mittrma Arwosrners Syeprcatrs, Lrp, 
Hittss & Oo, Lev, 
Day & Cousins, Lrv. 
Swone Anaren Co, Lev. 
Bapoocs, Stape & Pooter, Lro. 
Barrtsn Bees Breweries, Lev (Reconstruction). 
New Taearee (Iitxxsron), Lro. 
Hamivron Setrrixea Co, Lap, 
Cire Miweaat Water Uo, Lev, 
Uepaw Taxtcans, Lov. 
Bourrinon (Weerkatia) Proserctrsa Sywprcars, Lrv, 
Ware Fearne Marty Reeves (1906), Lro. 
Cuamrtons’ Perzance Postine anv Forace Co, Ltn. 
Gus.en Lanne, Lrp, 
Axm Prtrotevw Tavsr, Lrv, 
J. B. Hamrvrom & Co, Lev. 
Woop Cour & Co, Lrp. 
Costiwentat Aucarments, Lr. 
Lassrsow & Sons, Lev. 
Vicuzas, Lrp, 








| Mittar, Caartes Witt, Pall mall, Auctioneer May 15 





London Gazette.—TU8SDAY, April 18. 


WILLIAM Grirritns & Co (BUILDERS), LTD. 
LAW SECURITIES SYNDICATE, LTD. 
TOURTEL PRESSURE LIGHTING Co, LTD, 
COLOMBIAN VENTURE SYNDICATE, LTD. 
WINDOLENE, LTD. 
GLope Timper Co, Lrp. 
“GARTH” STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
GRANDE DecoRATION, Ltp. 
ELGOoD, Bros. & Brown, LTD. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, April 21. 


YoRK SKATING RINK Co, LTD. 
Morperu LaAcunpry, Lip. 
MILLFIELD GRANGE COLLIERY Co, LTD. 
RHONDDA TRAMWAYS CONSTRUCTION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
NECTAR BREWERY Co, LTD. 
RUMWORTH SKATING RINK, LTD. 
SAVINGS INVESTMENT AND BANKING CORPORATION, LTD. 
St. MARY AXE SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Bory Cricket Cius Co, Ltn. 
SX. AERATED WATER Co, LTD, 
rue Hor, rp. 
HAHNITE# (1907), LTD. 
WRITTLE MANUFACTURING Co, LTD. 
London Gazette. —Toxspay, April 25. 


Taomas Morrron & Co, Lr. 

MonsanG Roseer Poantess, Ltp, 

H. G. Surra, Lro. 

Gvuerore Syepicatre, Lrp. 

Mixes Invesrment Tavsr, Lro. 

Bartisa Canavan anv Geweeat Frvance awp Tavst Co, Ltp. 
Weer Vate Mawvracrvsine Co, Lev, 

P.R. Reseee Poawtations, Lrv. 

ALLuviAt Trw Syxprcare (Nrexrtm), Lrp (Reconstruction). 
Kestr Pustic-Hovuse Tavsr Co, Lro. 

Jounsox, Joaxson & Co, Lev. 

Manx Sream Travino Co, Lro. 

Joun Tartos & Sow (Newark), Lrv. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

May 1.—Messre. Atyrep Savitt & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-renis, 
(see advertisement, back pags, this week}. 

May 3 and 10.—Mess:s. Eowrn Fox, Bousytetp, Buenetts, & Bapperey, at the Mart, 
at 2: High c'ass Shop Property, and Freehold Hotel Property (see advertisement, 
back page, April 22). 

May 3.—Mesers. Matern & Marcer, at the Mart, at 1.30: Aldwych Theatre (see 
advertisement, back page, Apr! 22). 

May 3 —Mesers. Dovetas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Residences, &c, (seo 
advertisement, back page, April 22). 

May 4.—Mesere. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions and Life 
Polic es, Debentures, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

May 4.—Messrs. Strusos & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasebold Ground- 
rents (ece advertisement, page iii, this week). 

May 4, 17, and 25.—Messrs, Fareseoruge, Exvuts, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Residential and Building Estatss, Shop Properties, and Freehold Warehouse Premises 
and Building Sites in Manchester (see advertisement, back page, April 8). 

May 19.—Mesers. Evtis & Son, at the Mart, at2: Freehold Corner Residence, snd 
Freehold Riverside Property (see advertisement, back page, this week, and April 2’). 

June 13.—Messra. Denennam, Tewson, Ricaarpsonw, & Uo, at the Mart, at 2: Free 
hold Estate (see advertisement, back page, this week). 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day oF Cratm. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 7. 
Bantry, Jo&w Caarizs Lot, Theddlethorpe, Lincoln, Farmer 


Holden, Eve, J Carnley, Alford 
Sixes, Taomas Boyrratp, Nottingham May 12 Sikes v de Selves, Joyce and Eve, JJ 


Marsh, Melton Mowbray, Leicester 
London Gazette.—Tvurgspay, April 11. 








May 4 Badley v 


McKenna & Co vy Millar 
Joyce, J Windus, Staple inn 
London Gazette.—Tursvay, April 18. 


Kivo, Horace Hewry, Rue Spontine, Paris, France Jane5 Klug and Others vy Klug 
and Others, Neville, J Leese, Old Jewry 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35 


Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 21. 
ARCHER, MARK, Gateshead, Durham, Coal Fitter May 31 Cooper& Gooder, Newcast! 
upon Tyne 
ASHWORTH, MARY JANE, Boscombe, nr Bournemouth Jone 3 Lowndes & Sons, 
Manchester 
BATCHELOR, MAURICE, Southampton May18 Dixon & Ingoldby, Southampton 
Brett, Kirry, Carisbrooke, I of W May 20 Buckell & Drew, Newport, I of W 
BRICK WELL, HENRY TAYLOR, Chigwell, Essex May 21 Druces & Attiee, billiter sq 
BURRA, JAMES SALKELD, Ashford. Kent May 31 Stileman & Neate, Southampton st 
CALVERT, Jose H, Outwell, Norfork May 10 South well & Dennis, Wisbech 
CaRR, RICHARD SIMMONDS, Great Yarmouth May8 Harmer & Co, Great Yarmouth 
CHARLESWORTH, ELIZABETH BARFF, Alwalton Hall, ur Peterborough June 1 
Pemberton & Co, Newcourt, Lincoln's inn 
CHARLTON, GEORGE, Morpeth, Market Gardener May 6 Brett, Morpeth 
CORDER, JAMES RANSOME, Malvern, Worcester May 30 Russell & Co, Malvern 
Epon, WILLIAM SUMNER, Manchester May 30 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
GILL, JOHN, Fleetwood, Lancaster, Blachsmith May 22 Kean, Fleetwood 
GOULDING, CHARLES HENRY, St John’s hill, Battersea, Cabinet Maker Apri! 29 
riott & Pyke, Lavender hill 
GREEN, THOMAS, Graham st, Pimlico May 20 Child & Child, Sloane st 
HANSON, SARAH JANE, Bradford May 22 Ackroyd, Bradford 
HARPHAM, CHARLOTTE, Lincoln May 18 Frearson & Rainey, Market Rasen, Lincs 
LANE, SIDNEY LEVESON, Thrapston, Northampton May 21 Radcliffe & Co, Craven 5t, 
ring 


Mar- 
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LATT(MER, FRANCIS, Porjsmouth May 20 


castle upon Tyne 


MOBERLY, WILLIAM ROBERT, Southbourne, Southampton 


Leadenhall st 
PaRncortT, WILLIAM JoHN, Pembroke st, Ca'edonian rd 
bury pymt 


PiTMAN, ANN, Stanton by Bridge May6 Simpson & Co, Derby 


ROGERS, JOHN WALTERS ROPER, Southampton June 1 
ROGERS, ALICE, Sonthamptoff June 1 
ROLSTONE, WILLIAM, Plymouth, Saddler May 10 
SELWYN, ARTHUR HAMMOND, lverna ct, Kensington 
Jewry 
SILLITOE, MARY ANN, Aylesbury, Bucks May 8 
STAINBANK, ELIZABETHa, Whitestake, nr Preston 
STOLTERFOHT, JOACHIM NICOLAS, Liverpool May 13 
TOWNLY, EDWARD WILLIAM, Southend on Sea May 2 
chmbrs 
TURNER, Rev EDWARD TINDAL, Oxford Junel 
VANDERSTEEN, JOSEPH, Roman rd, Bow, Fishmonger 


London Gazette.—Twursepay, April 25. 
Collector of Taxes 


ALCOCK, ERNEST EPWARD, Handewo th, Stafford, 
Pilgrim, Hinckley 

ALLEN, LEWIS, Queen 
well rd 

BARLOW, WRIGHT, Blackpool May 30 

BLACKBURN, MARY, Heckmondwike 

BLAIR, RICHARD SOLOMON, Komford, 
Rawlings &'Butt, Walbrook 


May 22 
Essex, Primitive 


BRENGUIER, HENRY RENE GUSTAVE, Rue Traversiere Lorient, France May 22 


& Bennett, Bishopsgate 


Emanuel, Southampton 
Bickle & Wilcocks, Plymonth 
June 2 


Horwood & James, Aylesbury 


May 13 
Ratesons & Co, Liverpool 


Morrell & Co, Oxford 
May 6 


Elizabeth walk, Stoke Newington May 19 


Ascroft, Blackpool 
Iveson & Macaulay, Heckmondwike 


Staffs 


May 31 Stibbard & Co, 


Co, Sackville st 
June8 Syrett & Sons, Fins- 
} Sheffleld 
Emanuel, Southampton 
Bloomsbury 


Lewis & Yglesias, Old 





Edelston & Son, Preston Lineo!n’s inn flelds 
LAMBLE, SAMUEI 


) Russell & Cv, Old Jewry 
LANDAL¥, WILLIAM, West 


Tiddeman, Martin's In LANG, 


; LIPSCOMB, . Rev 
S&S it Lincoin’s inn flelds 
LOMER, GODFREY 

Cheapside 


May 20 


Allen, Clerken- 


MOSELEY, WILLIAM, Wolverhampton 
GREENWOOD, Hill 


NEWINGTON, EMILY 
London wall 


Methodist Minister May 25  O.prieLp, ALFRED, Hyde, Chester, Plamber 
OUTHWAITER, 
Harston Blackpool 


PLUME, GEORGE ALFRED, High st, Woolwich, Licensed 


Grieves, JOHN, Willesden In, Brondesbury 
GRIFFITH, HARRY THOMPSON, Sheffield, Steel Spring Manufacturer June 7 


HOLLOWAY, HARRIET, ELizA, Redcliffe sq 


HORNBUCKLE, SUSAN LetiT1A, Brighton 
HUGGAN, WILLIAM, Bramley, Leeds, Farmer 

N, JAMES STANLEY, Swansea, Picture Restorer 
NE, ELAINE BUTLER, Mount Ephraim rd, Streatham 


RICHARD, 
Vernon House, Bloomsbury sq 
Didsbury 
Paguley & Co, Ashton under Lyne 
REBEKAH HENRIETTA, Victoria st 
LEVI, PHINEAS SAMUEL, Great James st, Bedford row, Warehouseman 
Solomon, Finsbury pavement 
FREDERICK, 


CHARLES, 


JOHN WILLIAM, South Sh 


Robinson, Southsea | FARRINGTON, JonN, Chesterton, Stafford, Colliery Manager May 19 Slaney, Newcastle 


McLEAN, GEORGE WHITE,Newcastle upon Tyne, Stationer May 25 Stanton & Co, New- | 
| Foster, ELLEN, Heckmondwike, York May 22 


GREEN, SELINA REDFERN, Rue de la Bienfaisance, Paris, France Ma 


Iveson & Macaulay, Heckmondwike 
y 22 Edwards & 


May 31 Langton, Charles st, St James’ aq, 
Richardson, 


May 20 Routh & Co, Southampton st, 


May 31 Unsworth, Brighton 
May 16 Wilson, Leeds 
May 25 Nash, Swansea 
May 3! Robinson & Son, 
May 22 Claremont & Co, 


Queenswood av, Highgate 


Manchester, Wholesale Fruit Merchant May 6 
Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 


May 31 
) June2 J &M 


St Albans, Hertford June 7 Brown & Woolnough 
Loughton, Essex Junel Van Sandauc& Co, King st, 
May 22 Hall, Wolverhampton 


irton rd, Camden Town June 12 Burkitt, 


May 31 A&G W Fox, Manchester 
re, Blackpool, Amusement Caterer May 31 Read, 
June 21 


Victualler Stone, 


BYRNE, THOMAS WILLIAM. Grand av, Muswell hill May 29 Cornford, Fin bury sq Woolwich 
COLLEY, ANDREW CHARLES, Cheyne row, Chelsea May 31 Mather & Dichinson, New- saw, Mary, Stourton, Warwick June 3 T & A E Mace, Chipping Norton 

castle upon Tyne s rig SHIELDS, FREDERIC JAMES, Merton, Surrey June 1 Corbould-Etlis & Mitchell, 
CORDINGLEY, JAMES, Thackley, Bradford May 27 Weatherhead & Knowles, Brad- Ciement's In 

1 . SLADE, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Harrogate, Commercial Traveller May 1 Batley, Leeds 
COWELL, WILLIAM, Burnley, Lancaster, Brass Founder May 31 Procter & Baldwin, | sm;ry. James. Rochdale Junel Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Burnley SMYTHE, MARY ANN BARNES HOLMES, Wisbech Saint Peter, Cambridge May6 Ollard 
DAVEY, MARY ANN, Spenser rd, Herne hill May 25 Harrison, Holmewood gdna, Brixton & Son, Wisbech - eer 

hill VISICK, CLARENCE, Malaga, Spsin, MRCS June 30 Neish & Co, Watling st 
JAVIES, ALICE, Li land, Liverpox May °?2 oot iv 0K WieceTt, Epwarp Howupneys. Bath June7 Wade & Co, Dunm w, Besex ; 
eee ne ore eee See om erates WOLSTENHOLME, WILLIAM, Dronfield, Derby, Farmer June 17 Lucas & Padley 
DENCHFIELD, THOMAS DANIEL, Bloxham, Oxford, Farmer May 23 Stockton & Sons veffield 


Banbury 
DoGGETT, WENRY, Waterbeach, Cambridge 
EDWARDS, MARY ANN, Crowndale rd 


May9 Clem 
St Pancras 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.— TUESDAY, April 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


, THOMAS Ross, Lower Swell, Glos, Land Measurer 
Cheltenham Pet April13 Ord April 13 

DENOVAN, THOMAS MCDOUGAL, Leicester, Commission 
Agent Leicester Pet April1% Ord April 13 

EVANS, REFS3Cwmavon, Glam, Collier Neath Pet April 
13° Ord April 13 

HAWKINS, EDWARD, Hemel He mpstead, Herts, Licensed 
Victualler St Albans Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

LEVITT, JOHN HENRY, Scarborough Licensed Victualler 
Searburough Pet Aprili3 Ord April 13 

MYERS, CECIL CHARLES, Oldham, Tobace nist 
Pet April 13 Ord April 13 


Oldham 


POOLE, RICHARD, Leicester, Fraiterer Leicester April 
18 Ord April 13 
ROBERTS, GEORGE EDWARD. Hoole, nr Chester, Tailor 


Chester Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

THORNE, WILLIAM, Crediton, Devon, Nurseryman Exe‘er 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Tiprina, EDWARD, Dukinfield, Chester, Farmer 
under Lyne Pet Mar 28 Ord April 10 


Ashton 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BINDING, FRANCIS ROBERT, Clevedon, Somerset, Carpenter 
April 26at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
COLEBR’ OKE, EDWARD THOMAS, Gorleston, Suffolk, Black- 
smith April 26 atil Off Rec, *, King st, Norwich 
DENOVAN, THOMAS McDovGat, Leicester, Commission 

Agent April: 6at3 Off Rec, 1, Be rridge st. Leicester 


DICKINSON, WILLIAM HENRY, Stockport Cheshire, Pork | 


Butcher April 28 at 11 
port 
EVANS, JAMES YOUNG, Treorchy, Glam, Draper May 1 at 


Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stock- 


12 Off Rec, St Catherine chmbrs, St Catherine st, | 


Pontypridd 
GITSHAM, ALAN, Treherbert, Glam, Saddler 
— Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine st, Ponty- 
pr 
HAWKEN, HENRY, and ERNEST EDWARD HAWKEN, Torquay, 
Builders April 28 at1l Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus 
PITCHER. CHARLES WALTER, Great Yarmouth April 26 at 
12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
PooLR, KICHARD, Leicester, Fruiterer 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
PoWELL, WILLIAM, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Grocer 
_ April27 at2 Queen’s Hotel, Biaenau Festiniog 
WHITEHEAD, JOHN, Bradford, Ironfounder April 29 at 11 
__ Off Rec, 12, Duke rt, Bradford 
WHITLAKER, HENRIETTA ANN, Cheltenham, Dressmaker 
_ April 27at 11.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Woop, MARY GRACR, Skegness, Grocer May 3 at 2 Off 
_ Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
WRIGHT, WILLIAM, Lowestoft, Smackowner April 26 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


April 26 at 3.30 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 7: 
HORROCKS, SAMEL, Bolton, Lancs, Fried Fish Dealer Bol- 
ton April19at 3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


en‘s, Cambridge 


June 6 


May lat 11.15 | 


WRIGHT, LAVINIA Clevedon, Somerset 
SARAH HEYDON, Bro 


WYATT 


Singleton, Essex st, Strand Banbury 








] ADJU DICATIONS 

BooTH, HENRY, Halfpenny Green, nr Bobbinton, Stafford 
Farmer Wolverhampton Pet Mar9 Ord April 13 

COLEBROOK, EDWARD THOM4S, Gorleston, Suffolk, Black 
smith Great Yarmouth Pet April 10 Ord April 13 

CooK, THOMAS RosrK, Lower Swell, Glos, Land Measurer 
Cheltenham Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

DENOVAN, THOMAS McDouGAL, Leicester, Commissien 
Agent Leicester Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

EVANS, REES, Cwmavon, Glam, Collier Neath Pet April 
13° Ord April 13 

HAWKINS, Epwarp, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, Licensed 
Victualler St Albans Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

KFERSWELL, GEORGE SAMUEL, NEw Malden, Surrey Kings 
ton, Surrey Pe April 10 Ord April 12 

LEVITT, JOHN HENRY, Scarborough, Licensed Victualler 
Scarborouch Pet April 18 Ord April 1% 

Myers, Ceci, CHARLES, Oldham, Tobacconist 
Pet April 33 Ord April 13 

PooLk. RICHARD, Leicester, 
April13 Ord April 13 

ROBERTS, GEORGE EDWARD, Hoole, nr Chester, Tailorand 
Draper Chester Pet April 13 Pet April 13 


Oldham 


Fruiterer Leices‘er Pet 


THORNE. WILLIAM, Crediton. Devon, Nurseryman Exeter 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
ADJU DICATIONS ANNULLED 
WILSON, JOHN GEORGE, Penarth, Coal Exporter Card ff 


| Adjnd Nov 2,1910 Annul April 6, 1911 
| JOHN, WILLIAM, Burry Port, Carmarthen, Coal Merchant 
Carmarthen Adjud Dec 10, 1910 Annu! April 7, 1911 


London Gazette.—FRiDAY, April 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| Awstow, Wirz, Bitterley, Galop, Boot Dealer Shrews 
bury Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Bivtor, Curistopier, Ormskirk, Smallware Dealer Liver 


pool Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
| Beirrox, Tuomas Jonx, Great Waltham, Essex. Coal 
| Dealer Chelmsford Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
| Browne, Wiriusam Heary, Lydd, Kent. Liceneed Victualler 
—— ~~ Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
| Buroese, THomas, Aylesbury, Boot Retsiler 
Pet April13 Ord April13 
Dutton, Freperick, Frien rd, Peckham Rye, Commercial 
Traveller High Court Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
| Evaws, Wruttam, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Quarry 
man Portmadoe Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
Forp, Sypyry Hersert, Alsager, Chester, Farmer Maccles- 
field Pet Mar 28 (rd April 12 
Guitry, Caroume E.reyx, Shrewsbury, Salop. Hotel Pro- 
prietress Shrewsbury Pet Apri! 19 Ord April 19 
Hatt, Janes Witttam, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Fruiterer 
Nottingham Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Havreocn, Jonas. Hucclerote, Glos, Farmer G! 
Pet Mar 81 Ord April 19 
Harpixo, Jonx, Holloway rd, Coachbuilder High Court 
| Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
Larrark, THomas Srewart, Marlow, Bucks, Consulting 
Engineer High Court Pet Mar?! Ord April 12 


Aylesbury 


oucester 


Leaver, Hewry Anture, St Mary Axe, Consulting Engineer | 


High Court Pet Nov 25 (rd April 5 
Lewwox and Co, Leadenhall st, Stock Dealers 
Pet Jan 18 (rd April 12 


High Court 





Loycnors, Rosert Feastenr, Lebberaton, Yorks, Publican | 


Searborongh Pet April 19 (rd April 19 
| Lorreas, Wicitran, Putney, Surrey, Journalist High 


Court Pet Mar 27 Ord April 12 


O'Donozhue & Forbes, Bristol 
kton & Bons 


June 3 


ighton Kectory, nr Banbury May 2l Sto 


May. Cuantes, Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet April 1° 
Ord April 19 

Moore, Tuomas MArnrotrr, Moston, Manchester, Builder 
Manchester Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Porter, WituraM, Withington, Wereford, Farmer 
Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Ronmsow, Warren, Leeds, Jobbing 
Pet Aprilly Ord April 19 

Ronson, Witutam Henry, Whitchurch, Hanta, Farmer 


Hereford 


Bricklayer Leeda 


Salisbury Pet Mar 30 Ord April 18 
Sievers, Leonarp Farswent, Palace st, Buckingham 
Palace rd High Court Pet Mar15 Ord April 13 


puonsae Caristran Apo.rne, Hythe, Kent 


Wamracn, At 
Canterbury Pet Apnl 19 Ord 


Electrical Engineer 

April 19 
Werracorr, Warren Russet, Armley, Leeds, 

Dealer Leeds Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
Wueeter, Grorer, Chesham, Bucks, Boot Dealer’s Mana- 

ger Aylesbury Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
Witte, Heenert, Garnant, Carmarthen, Mason Car- 

marthen Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

RECEIVING ORDER DIICHARGED. 

Snrrrac, Wintiam Hamivtros Caump, 
Liverpool, African Mer- 
Dis Keo 


Sweet 


Foawoop, S1DNRY 
Pepro Tetrsroro Wesset, 
chants Liverpool Rec Ord, Dee 23, 1910 
Ord, April 11, 1911 
" FIRS! MEETINGS. 

Axstow, Wruttam, Bitterley, Salop, Boot Dealer May 6at 
12.30 Off Ree, 22, Swan hill, shrewebury 

Arnrnowsmira, Saran, Walsall, Tobacconist 
Off Kee, Wolverhampton 


May 2 at 12 


Barves, Faep, Bugbrooke, Northampton, Baker April 279 
at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 
Boswoarta, Atagrt>Eosmuyp, Chatham, Tailor May 8 at 3 


115, Hish st, Rochester 
Durroy, Fraeperice, Frien rd, Peckham Rye, Commercial 


Traveller Maylatil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Exsrox, Lewis Geonae, Dudley, Worcester, Grocer May 
lat i2 Off Ree, 1, Priory st, Dudley 
Evans, Rees, Cwmavon, Collier April 29 at 11 Off Reo, 


Government bldgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 

Forp, 8ypxey Heaepert. Alsager, Chester, Farmer May 3 
atll Off Rec, 23, King Kaward st, Macclestield 

Guuury, Carournz Ettes, Shrewsbary, Salop, Hotel Pro- 
prietress May6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swanhill, Shrews- 
bu 

Hattam, Anruur Coprstaxe, Nottingham, Lace Manu- 
facturer May 1 atl1 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 

Harrie, Joux, Holloway rd, Coach Builder May 2 at 1 
jankruptey bldgs, Carey at 

Jones, Jonx Hoon, Rhiwian Cochion, Festinicg, Merioneth, 
Quarryman May 1 at 12 Ciypt chmbra, Eastgate 
row, Chester 

Lapraik, TaomAs Stewart, Marlow, Bucks, Consulting 
Engineer Maylat 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lexwox & Co, Leadenhall st, Stock Dealers May 2 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Levitt, Jou~w Heway Scarborough, Licensed Victualler 
May 1 at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Lotixoa, Wrertam, Putney, Surrey, Journalist May 1 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

McCncm, Wittiam, Surbiton, Surrey May lat 11.30 132, 
York 1d, Westminster Bridge rd 

Mvrears, Cecrt Caaates, Oldham, Tobacc_nist 
11 Off Ree, Greaves st, Oidbam 


May 2 at 
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ALLIANC 


ASSURANCE COMPANY, LTD. 


ESTABLISHED IN 1824. 


Accumulated Funds exceed £18,000,000. 


Heao Orrice: BARTHOLOMEW LANE, LONDON, E.C. 





DIRECTORS: 

THE RIGHT HON. LORD ROTHSCHILD, G.C.V.O., Chairman. 
IAN HEATHCOAT AMORY, Esq. Capt. GERALD M. A. ELLIS. 
CHARLES EDWARD BARNETT, Esq. JOHN HAMPTON HALE, Esq. 

F. CAVENDISH BENTINCK, Esq. C. SHIRREFF HILTON, Esq. 

A. V. DUNLOP BEST, Esq. W. DOURO HOARE, Esq. 

FRANCIS AUGUSTUS BEVAN, Esq. FRANCIS ALFRED LUCAS, Esq. 
PERCIVAL BOSANQUET, Esq. Hon. HENRY BERKELEY PORTMAN. 
Hon. KENELM P. BOUVERIE. Hon. N. CHARLES ROTHSCHILD. 
THOMAS HENRY BURROUGHES, Esq. Sir MARCUS SAMUEL, Bart. 

FRANCIS WILLIAM BUXTON, Esq. H. MELVILL SIMONS, Esq. 

JOHN CATOR, Esq., M.P. Right Hon. LORD STALBRIDGE, 

His Grace the DUKE OF DEVONSHIRE. HENRY ALEXANDER TROTTER, Esq. 
Col. the Hon. EVERARD C. DIGBY. Right Hon. the EARL OF VERULAM. 


Sir CHARLES RIVERS WILSON, G.C.M.G., C.B. 


THE OPERATIONS OF THE COMPANY EMBRACE ALL BRANCHES OF INSURANCE. 





DEATH DUTIES. —Special forms of Policies have been prepared by the Company providing 


for the payment of Death Duties, thus avoiding the necessity of disturbing investments at 


a time when it may be difficult to realise without loss. 


INCOME TAX.- Under the provisions of the Act, Income Tax is not payable on that portion 


of the Assured’s income which is devoted to the payment of annual premiums on an assurance | 


on his life or on the life of his wife. Having regard to the amount of the Tax, this abatement | 


(which is limited to one-sixth of the Assured’s income) is an important advantage to Life 


Policy Holders. 


Full particulars of all classes of Insurance, together with Proposal Forms and Statement of Accounts, 
may be had on applicatign to any of the Company's Offices or Agents. 


Applications for Agencies invited. 


ROBERT LEWIS, General Manager. 
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Orrorp, Ropert A.srat, King's Lynn, Norfolk, Cutler 
Apni 29 at 12 Off Rec, 8, \iog st, Norwich 

Pvestey, Henry, Newport, Mon, Ship Store Merchant 
May 3 at 11 Off Kec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
Mon 

Rorerts, Groraz Evwarp, Chester, Tailor May 5 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Srevens, Leonanp Fariswett, Palace st, Buckingham 
Palacerd May3atil Bankruptcy bidgs, (arey st 

Sroxes, Bexrwarp, Wolverhampton May 2 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, W olverhampton 

THORNE, Weasen, ove. Devon, Nurseryman May 2 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

TipPixe, Bh bean Dukinfield, Cheshire, Farmer April 29 
atll Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Tyvixe, Frank, Hillsborough, Sheffield, Painter April 27 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Wextow, Colonel Rususaoox, Sheffield, Bookseller April 
27 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aystow, Wit.1am, Bitterley, Salop, Boot Dealer Shrews- 
bury Pet Apil 19 Ord Apml 19 

Bittox, Caaistoruga, Ormekirk, pustaase Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet April 19 Ord April 1 

Bairtoy, Tuomas Juan, Great Waltham, Essex, 
Dealer Chelmsford ‘Pet April 19 Ord Apni ly 

Baownsz, Witiiam Heacy, Lydd, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
Hastings Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Covey, De UG, Howland st, Fitzroy sq 
Nov 23 Ord April 11 

Davison, Joun Hexpent, Music Hall Artist High Court 
Pet Mar2i Urd april lz 

Deya»y, Kiizaperu Rev, Knightsbridge High Court Pet 
Mar3l Ord April i3 

Durroxy, Fraepeaicx, Friern rd, Commercial Traveller 
High Court Pet Apili9 O:d April 19 

Dvyex-Youno, Joun Bexsamin, Queen's sq, Bloomsbury, 
Financial Agent High Court Pet Jan3 Ord April 13 

Evans, Wittiam, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Quarry- 
man Portmadoe Pet April ly Ord April1l9 

Haus, James Witiiam, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Fruiterer 
Nottingham Pet April 1% Ord April 19 

Hasvine, Jons, Holloway 1rd, Coach builder High Court 
Pet april 19 Grd April 19 

Howmxs, Joun Buxton, Voalville, Leicester, Printer Bur- 
ton on Trent Pet Feb 9 Ord April 19 

Hogycastiz, Cuype Rapcuirre, fleet st, Advertising 
Agent High Court Pet apul8 Ord April 13 

Jonzs, Tuomas, Warwick ct, Holborn, Lock Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Dec id Ord April 13 

Loxeuoas, Rosent Faster, Lebberston, ate, Publican 
Scarborough Pet April 1 Ord April 19 

May, Cuarixs, Hove, Sussex Brighton 
Ord April 19 

Mircugit, James Vixcext Pavt, Romford rd, Stratford, 
Insurance Agent High Court Pet Feb 8 urd April 12 

Owess, Samurt Francis, dt Martin's rd, Stockwell, 


Coal 


High Court Pet 


Pet April 19 


Solicitor High Court Pet May 4 Ord April lz 
Pircugr, Coaries Water, Great Yarmouth Great 
Yarmouth Pet April 3 Ord Apiil 19 
Portex, Wit.iaM, Withington, Herefurd, Farmer Here- 


ford Pet Apil 19 U.d April 19 

Roptrson, Watrar, Leeds, Biicklayer Leeds Pet April 
19 Ord Apnl 19 

Stevenson, Martruxw Srxciair, Palmerston House, Old 
Broad st High Court Pet Jan 16 Ord April 13 


Wewiacotr, Wartar Russeit, Armley, Leeas, Sweet 
Dealer Leeds Pet Aprill9 Ord Apmil 19 
Waarier, Geosar, Chesham, Bucks, Boot Dealer's 


Manager Ayiesbury 
Waireneap, Jeux, Bradford, LIronfounder 
Pet April 4 Ord April 19 
Wiitiams, Heapert, Garoant, Carmarthen, Mason 
marthen Fet Apnl 19 Ord April 19 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Watts, Exnasr Mumrorp, Chiswick, Bootmaker Brent- 
ford Adjudi Aug 2, 1¥10 Annui April 7, 1911 


Pet Apnl 19 Ord April 19 
Bradford 


Car- 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, April 25. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLEN, ALBERT EDWARD, Malvern Link, Worcestershir” 
Builder Worcester Pet April21 Ord April 21 

ARMSTRONG, JESSE, Kugby, Tailor Coventry fet April 21 
Ord April 2: 


3AKER, WILLIAM, Bradford Bradford 
April 20 

BELL, JoHN RoBERT, Manchester House, 
Insurance Agent High Court Pet Ay 
April 20 

BROWN, CHARLES FREDERICK, Birmingham, 
mingham Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

CARTER, WILLIAM HENRY, Portsea, Hants, 
Portsmouth Pet Ayril 20 Ord «pril zo 


Pet April 20 Ord 


Friday st, 
ril 20 Ord 


failor Bir- 


Storekeeper 


CHARLESWORTH, HAROLD, Baker st, Incorporated Acccunt- 
Ord April 22 


ant High Court Pet April 19 


Cocks, 
Elgin, av, Maida Vale, 
Truro Pet April3 Urd April 22 


WILLIAM JOHN, sen, and EDWARD CYRIL BAKER, 
Cinematograph 


Exhibitors 
. 


COOPER, GEORGE, JAMES SUTTON, THOMAS HENRY JOHN, 


and WILLIAM CoopER, Aberk 
Proprietors Cardiff 
DucKETT, WILLIAM HENRY, 
Reading P.t April 1 
EpWarps, H A, Carey st, Company I 
Pet Feb 21 Ord April 21 
EDWARDS, MARGARET, 
April 21 
FRANKLIN, 
Luton 


Luton, 
Ord April 


HARRY, 
Pet April 20 


FRYKTT, FRANK, Veal, Kent, Licensed Victualler 


bury Pet April 2% Ord April 2 


Deby Derby 


sedford, 


entig, Gla 


-romoter 


Pet A 


wu 


, 


Rubbe 


m, Colliery 


Pet April 22 “Ord April 22 
Theal, berks, Coal Merchants 
Ord April 21 


High Court 
pril4 Ord 
r Worker 


Canter 


GoopWiN, JOHN FREDERICK, Bec kingham, nr Gainsborough, 


Lineolin Pet April x 
and CLEMENT H 
Plymouth Pet 

Abergavenny, 


Tr aveller 
HINER, ELIZABETH, 
1 oot Makers 
HOWARD, CHARLES, 
Tredegar Pet April! Ord Apr 
JoxEs, THOMAS HARRIS, Neath, 
Sculptor Neath Pet April 10 


) word Apr 
INF, Modw 


April x2 ¢ 
Mon, Cy 
il 20 
Glam, 


il zu 

ury, Devon, 
wd April 2 
cle Dealer 


Monumental 


Ord April 21 


LARK, EpWARD CARDINEL, Great ‘Sarmouth, General 
Cooper Great Yarmouth Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Lows, THOMAS, New Ferry, Chester, Boot De acer Birken 
head Pet April 19 Grd April 19 

MoorkK, STEPHEN, Portsmouth Portsmouth Pet Feb 16 


Ord April 21 
OLIVER, WILLIAM, Buxton, Greengr 
April 20) Ord April 20 
PARSONS, FRANCIS JOHN, 
Haulier Exeter Vet Mar 31 
PECK, JAMES WILLIAM, Lowestoft, 
Yarmouth Pet April 22 
LOTHWELL, THOMAS WILLIAM, Pa 
High Court Pet Mar 30 Ord A 
SERCOMBE, GEORGE, Dunsford, 
tualier Exeter Pet Aprl 5 
SHARMAN, 
April 20 Ord April 20 
SKENE, KoBERT, Lordship In, Eas 
High Court Pet Mar 25 Ord A 
SMITH, KOBERT, Swansea, Grocer 5 
Ord April z1 
STANLEY, WILLIAM, 
tualler Plymouth 
STODDART, PEARSON HALL, 
Print r Durham Pet April 3 
STOKES, CHARLES, Chapel st, Isling 
Court Pet April 21 Ord Apri: z 
STONE, JOSEPH HENRY, Whitchurch, 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 
TUSHINGHAM, GEORGE 
Leeds Pet April 20 
WAGSTAFFR, 
under Lyne Pet April i9 
WILSON, WILLIAM, Brewster 


Dalwood, r 


Calstock, Cort 
Pet April 7 


Ord Apail 2 


gins, 


urd Ap 


GEOKGE JAMES, Denton, 
Ord Aprii 10 


ocer Stoc 


kport Pet 


ow Axminster, Devon 


Fancy De 
ri2z 
rk in, 
pril zu 


ne Kxeter, Lic 
Ord April zo 
Joun, Sutterton, Lincs, Higgler Bx 


t Dulwich, 


pril 2u 
wansea I 


Ord April 19 
aler Great 


Motor Agent 


ensed Vic- 
yston Pet 


Engineer 


et April 21 


wwall, Licensed Vic- 


uid April 


Chester le Street, 
Ord April 21 


ton, bulk 
1 
Glam, Bak 


EDWARD, Leeds, Fisl 


vu 
Lancaste 


North K 


Butchers’ Supplies Merchant High Court 


Ord April 20 
WYNNE, kDWIN, Fallowfield, 
Manchester Pet April 20 
WytTHks, THOMAS HERBERT, 
Grocer Worcester Pet April I! 


Manch 


ester, Boo 


Ord April 20 
Droitwich, 


Wore 
») Ord Api 


“0 
Durham, 


her High 
er Cardiff 


1 Salesman 


vr Ashton 


eneington, 
Pet Mar 30 


t Repairer 


cestershire, 
il 1 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 


London Gazette of Apr 


iid: 


ingham Pet April 10 


EDGAR, WILLIAM, Nottingham Nott 
Ord April 10 
FIRST MEETINGS, 
ALLEN, ALBERT EDWARD, Malvern Link, 
builder May 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 


Worcester 
ARMSTEONG, JESSE, Rugby, Tailor 
8, High st, Geventey 


May 5 at 8 


Worceater 


11, Copenhagen st, 


Off Rec, 


BAKER, WrustamM, Bradford May 4 at 11 Off Rec, 12, 

| Duke st, Bradford 

BELL, JouN ROBERT, Manchester House, Friday st, 
Insurance Agent May 4at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, 
Carey et 

Barron. lHomas -Joun, Great Waltham, Essex, Coal 
Dealer Mey Satz 30 Shirehail, Cuelmsford 

BROWNE, WILLIAM UHRALY, Lydd, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler May 4 at 11.30 Connty Court Offices, 
24, Cambridge rd, Hast’ ngs 


BurReEss, THOMAS, Aylesbury, Boot Retailer May 3 at 12 
1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 

CHARLESWORTH, HAKOLD, Baker st, Incorporated Account- 
ant May 5 at il Bausrupte v bldgs, Carey st 

Cook, Tuomas Rosk, L wer Swell, Glos, Land Measurer 
May 4at 3.15 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 

DRONFIELD, JOHN WILLIAM, Donisthorpe, Leicester, 
Licensed Viciualler May 8at1l Off kee, 5, Victoria 
bldgs, Londor rd, Derby 

EDGAR, WILLIAM, Nottingham May 4 at 11 
Castle pl, Park st, Novtingham 

EpWarbs, A Ul, Carey st, Company Promoter 
12 Bb Jenkrupte y bldgs, Carey st 

GoopWIN, JOHN FREDERICK, Beckenham, Notts, 
May 5ati12.00 Off Ree, 10, Bank st, Lincoin 

GowER (Lord), RONALD SUTHERLAND, Lested Lodge, Well 
Park, Hampstead 

HALL, JAMES WILLIAM, Sutton in Ashfield, 
erer May é@atil2 Off Kec, 4, Castle pl, 
tingham 


Off Rec, 4, 
May 5 


Traveller 


Notis, Fruit- 
Para st, Not- 


HANCOCK, JONAS, Hucclecote, Glos, Farmer May 4 at 12 
off Kec, station rd, Gloucester 

HAWKINS, EDWARD, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, Licensed 
Victualler May 4 at 12, 14, Bedford row 

HENSON, THOMAS, Peterborough, Pig Dealer May 3 at 12 


the Law Courty, Peterborough 


JACKSON, ELLIS, Chapeltown, ur Sheffeld, Baker May 3 


atlu.30 Off Rec, 7, Kegent st, Barusiey 
LONGHORN, ROBERT FRASTE :, Lebberston, York, Publican 
May 3 at4 Off Kec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 


MAY, CHAKLES, Hove, Sussex May Sat 12 Off Rec, ita, 


Marlborouch pl, Brighton 


Moore, THOMAS Martiotr, Manchester, Builder May 3 
acs Of Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

MooktToN, CHRISTOPHER HENRY, Eastbourne May 5 at 
Li.30 Off Ree, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

ROBINSON, WALTER, Leeds, Jobbing Bricklayer May 3 at 

338u OF Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

ROBINSON, WiLLIAM HENRY, Whitchurch, Hanta, Farmer 
May 8 at 4.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 
>alisbury 

ROTHWELL, THOMAS WILLIAM, Park In, Motor Agent May 
4ati2 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 


SHARMAN, “rr Kirton, Lincs, Higgier May 3 at 2.30 
Of Rec, 4 & 6, West st, boston 

SKENE, RoBERT, Lore iship In, Kast Dulwich, 
May4atl Bankruptcy bidgs, (arey st 

SMITH, KOBEKT, Swansea, Grucer May 3 at Il 
Government bldgs, St. Mary's St, Swansea 

STOKES, CHARLES, Chapel st, Islington, Butcher May 3 at 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Engineer 


Off Rec, 


rUSHINGTON, Grorak EDWARD, Leeds, Fish Salesman 
May 4atil Off Res, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

VINCENT, JoSEPH HARKISON, Llonduino, Licensed Vic- 
tualler May 5at12.80 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Curester 

Waostarre, Georok JAMES, Denton, Lancs May 3 at 
3.30 Of R c, Byrom «et, Manche .ter 

WELLACOTT, WALTER RUSSELL, Le-ds,Sweet Dealer May 
Sats Off Rec, 24, Bond ot, L eds 

WILLIAMS, HERBERT, Garvant, Carmarthen, Mason May 
Pat il3) Of Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmirthen 

WILSON, WILLIAM, Brewster gdns, Norci Kensington 
Butchers’ Supplies Merchant May 4 at lL B.nk- 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wytiks, THOMAS HERBERT, 
May 5 atil.s0 Off Ree, 


Droitwich, Worcester, Grocer 
11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 


ADJUDICATIONSA, 


kDWARD, Malvern 
Pet April 21 
Tobacconist 


Link, Worcester 
Ord April 21 
Walsall Pet 


ALBERT 
Worcester 


ALLFN, 
Builder 
ARROWSMITH, SARAH, Walsall, 


Mar 28 urd+April 20 

BAKER, WILLIAM, Bradford Bradford Pet April 20 Ord 
April 20 

BELL, JOHN ROBERT, Manchester House, Friday st, Insur- 


Agent High Court Pet April 20 Ord April 21 


ance 





— 





THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MoOOoORGATHE 


emma, 1 


__ ESTABLISHED in 4890. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





| X 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 o—- to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ano supervision of the Corporation. 


X | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 
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472 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. April 29, i911, 


Brown, CHARLES “PRED ERICK, Birmingham, Tallor Bir: Just published. Demy 8vo, Price 5s. ast, 
mingham Pet April 22 Ord April 22 A book on the leading qtestion of Intervational Policy 


CARTER, WILLIAM H&NRY, Portsea, Hants, Storekeeper and International Law. 


Portamouth Pet April 20 Ord April 20 THE DECLARATION OF LONDON with on 
’ 


Coorer, Groner, JAMES ScTTON, Thomas Henry Jons, Saris Introduction and Notes and Appendices. By NOR- 

















an 1 WILL AM CoovEr, Abr rke nfig, Glam, ¢ ollie "y MAN PENTWICH, sometime Whewell International 
Proprietors Cardiff Pet April 22 Ord April 22 Law Scholar of Cambridge University and of Linco!n’s 


— Pot Apial 90" Ord heat! 98 eee ee BY APPOINTMENT BPR ty nn B.C. 
FRYETT, FRANK, Deal, Kent, L'censed Victualler Canter. poem sr ne m+ hone ded 


bury Pet April 22 Ord April zz 
GOODWIN, JOHN FREDERICK, Beckingham, nr Gainsborough’ MAPLE & C0 EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
Travelier Lincoln ret April 20 Ord April 20 INTEREST SOCIETY Limited | 
‘ ; "4 whe i " ar »fhiels Tr : 
“hist awe Oe LIMITED 10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 


HARKAWAY, JouN Bowpen, Homefield rd, Chiswick Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded P, 
Srentford Vet Feb 26 Ord April 20 perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED ws or 
on LOANS granted thereon. 








Hine, ELIZABETH, and CLEMENT Hiner, Modbury, Devon 
Boot Makers Piymouth Pet April22 Ord April 22 Interest on Loans may be Oapitalised, 
LARK, EDWARD CARDINEL, Great Yarmouth, General S @ gare Joint 
Cooper Great Yarmouth Pet April 22 Ord April 22 OFFICES = J Secretaries, 
LITTLEWOOD, GEORGE, Birmingham, Perambulator Wheel Telephoue: 602 Holborn 





Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Mar 16 Ord 


April 20 — EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 
OLIVER, WILLIAM, Buxton, Greengrocer Stockport Pet BOARD ROOMS Fot pts IN THE REIGN or WiLLIAM & Mary, 1689. 


April 20 Ord April 20 








Peck, JAMES WILLIAM, Lowestoft, Fancy Dealer Great 
Yarmoutn Pet April 22 Ord April 2z ' AS ROBE COURT 
I 
ROBINSON, TOM NEWTON, Ashton under Lyne, Clerk Roll-top Desks MAKERS, TAILORS, 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Mar’ Ord April 4 Ww ; . 
riting Tables 
RoBiInson, WILLIAM HENRY, Whitchurch, Hants, Farmer , s te To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Salisbury Pet Mar 30 Ord April 21 Nests of Drawers 
SHARMAN, JOHN, Sutterton, Lincs, Higuler Bosto Pet . Fy ° . , 
April 20 Ord April 20 “a Revolving Chairs SOLICITORS GOWNS 
SMITH, KOBERT, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet April 2! Filing Cabinets LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH @ VELVET. 
Ord April 21 . ; " : : . . 
STOKES, CHARLES, Chapel st, Islington, Butcher High Book-cases and Stands Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
Court Pet April2i Ord April 21 Hard-wear Carpets CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS, 


STONK, Josern Henny, Whitchurch, Glam, Baker Cardiff 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 . - » > 

Tivrina, me Ar » Debinteld Chester, Farmer Aston atways on We OF Me 93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
nderLyne Pet Mar &s Ord April 26 
: ‘mem TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 


TUSHINGHAM, GeonagkR EvWaArp, Leeds, Fieh Salesman 


Leeds Pet April 20. Ord April 20 CALLERIES Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


WAgsTarrr, Grorare Jams Denton, Laneaster Ashtor 
under Lyne Pet April i? Ord April 19 = . = . . , 
WAMPACH, ALPHOSSE CHRISTIAN AboLPaR, Hythe, Kent, Catalogues Free BY = 
Klectrical Engineer Canterbury Pet April ly Ord > 


























——> Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
WiILson, WILLIAM, Brewster gns, North Kensington shortest notice. 
Hutchers’ Supplies Merchant High Court Pet Mar iene : . J 
0 Ord April 21 Tel. 8721 GERRARD ESTABLISHED 1862, | The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 
WYNNK, EpWin, Manchest Boot Repairer Manchester SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
Pet April 20 Ord April zo FOREIGN WORK. printed. OFFICIAL SEALS cerigned and executed, 
Wrtiks, Thomas Heareert, Droitwich, Worcestershir , \ Solicitors’ Account Books. 
Grocer Worcester Pet April 19 Ord April 19 ACCOUNTS COLLECTED, DISPUTES ADJUSTED. 
wp LeGaL Iystruments Serveo in any) RICHARD FLINT & CO., 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the PART OF THE COMMERCIAL WORLD, | Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 


London Gazette of April 14 49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 


Evoak, WILLIAM, Nottingham Nottingham Pet April WYS MULLER & co., Serjeante’ Inn). 


10 Ord April 10 








10, SAVLE ROW W., | 1 and other Ret ns Sem d and Filed. 
mI r/ 
And at COLEMAN ST., E.0.; PARIS, BERLIN, BRUSSELS, eee 
LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and AMSTERDAM, ZURICH, NEW YORK, &c., &o. 





| ) s 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMEN' BRAND 
OFFICK.—No. 12, CHANCERY LANE, FLeET|| FOREIGN LEGAL WORK 
FENRY GREED | MEAT JUICE 
FP ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent DR. WILLIAM NEUTS, LL.D., 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Protession Solicitor, OST END. 
‘ - Legal Adviser to H.B.M. Consulate, 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of Agent for Lioyds and the Principal B 
fifty years in the spevial insertion of al! pro forma notices, ar Marine oe RN — ards . 


&e., and to solicit their continued sapport, — N.B. All iegat business in Belyvusn, France, and Holland Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 


Form is, Gratia, for Statutory Notices to Ureditors and 











alin attenaed to. ——$—$< 
Dissolutions of Partn ership, with necessary Declaration. . : R 
File of “ London Gazette” kept for free reference, By ‘Addres 7 - ze, RUE Geen EES. in Flasks, price 1/4 and 2/6. 
en SOLD BVERYWHERY 








202nd Year of the Office. The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works Vauxhall, S.W. 


|) fy FIRE OFFICE! 
FOUNDED 1710, 

ic ee ne 

| 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
BMPLOYERS' LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 


including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS.~ | PLATE GLASS. Prices from 6/6 -each. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. IMustrated List Free on application. r 

Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Lid., 


A, W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 191 & 192, PLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, 









































